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ABSTRACT:   
 
The Naval Nuclear Propulsion Program (NNPP), also known as the Naval Reactors Program, is a joint 
United States (U.S.) Navy and Department of Energy (DOE) organization with responsibility for all 
matters pertaining to naval nuclear propulsion from design through disposal (cradle-to-grave).  The 
NNPP’s mission is to provide the U.S. with safe, effective, and affordable naval nuclear propulsion 
plants and to ensure their continued safe and reliable operation through lifetime support, research and 
development, design, construction, specification, certification, testing, maintenance, and disposal. 
 
This Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) evaluates the potential environmental impacts associated 
with recapitalizing the infrastructure needed to ensure the long-term capability of the NNPP to support 
naval spent nuclear fuel handling for at least the next 40 years (i.e., the proposed action).  The NNPP 
is committed to managing naval spent nuclear fuel in a manner that is consistent with the Department 
of Energy (DOE) Programmatic Spent Nuclear Fuel Management and Idaho National Engineering 
Laboratory Environmental Restoration and Waste Management Programs Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (DOE/EIS-0203-F) and to complying with the 1995 Settlement Agreement, as amended in 
2008, among the State of Idaho, the DOE, and the Navy concerning the management of naval spent 
nuclear fuel.   
 
Consistent with the Record of Decision for DOE/EIS-0203-F, naval spent nuclear fuel is shipped by 
rail from shipyards and prototypes to the Expended Core Facility (ECF) on the Idaho National 
Laboratory for processing.  The proposed action is needed because significant upgrades are 
necessary to the ECF infrastructure to continue safe and environmentally responsible naval spent 
nuclear fuel handling until at least 2060.   
 
To allow the NNPP to continue to unload, transfer, prepare, and package naval spent nuclear fuel for 
disposal, three alternatives were identified and are evaluated in this EIS: 
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1. No Action Alternative – Maintain the naval spent nuclear fuel handling capabilities of ECF 
by continuing to use the current ECF infrastructure while performing only preventative and 
corrective maintenance. 
 

2. Overhaul Alternative – Recapitalize the naval spent nuclear fuel handling capabilities of 
ECF by overhauling ECF with major refurbishment projects for the ECF infrastructure and 
water pools to keep the infrastructure and water pools in safe working order and provide 
the needed long-term capabilities for transferring, preparing, and packaging naval spent 
nuclear fuel.   
 

3. New Facility Alternative – Recapitalize the naval spent nuclear fuel handling capabilities of 
ECF by constructing and operating a new facility at one of two potential locations at the 
Naval Reactors Facility (NRF). 

 
This EIS evaluates the environmental impacts (direct, indirect, and cumulative) that result from 
recapitalizing the naval spent nuclear fuel handling capabilities.  The EIS presents a comparison of 
the environmental impacts from these alternatives.  The impacts to human health and the 
environment for all these alternatives would primarily be small.  The preferred alternative to 
recapitalize naval spent nuclear fuel handing capabilities is to build a new facility (New Facility 
Alternative) at Location 3/4.   
 
SCOPING PROCESS:   

 
The DOE published a Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an EIS for naval spent nuclear fuel handling 
and examination recapitalization in 75 Fed. Reg. 42082 (July 20, 2010).  The purpose of this NOI was 
to announce the NNPP’s intent to prepare an EIS for the recapitalization of the infrastructure 
supporting naval spent nuclear fuel handling and examination and to solicit comments on the scope of 
the EIS.   
 
During preparation of the Draft EIS, it was determined that the NNPP plan for a single EIS that 
addressed the recapitalization of the infrastructure supporting both naval spent nuclear fuel handling 
and examination was not feasible.  When the EIS was initially scoped in 2010, the NNPP plans 
showed the evaluation of alternatives for examination recapitalization being developed in parallel with 
the development of the Draft EIS such that planning for the recapitalization of the examination 
capabilities would closely follow planning for the recapitalization of the naval spent nuclear fuel 
handling capabilities.  However, due to fiscal restraints on the DOE budget, project schedules 
changed such that the proposed action progressed further than evaluations for examination 
recapitalization.  The examination recapitalization evaluations have not developed at a pace sufficient 
to conduct a proper National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) evaluation concurrent with the 
proposed action.  A final set of alternatives for the examination recapitalization has not been 
established, and pre-conceptual design information is not available upon which impacts can be 
evaluated.  An amended NOI was published in 77 Fed. Reg. 27448 (May 10, 2012).  The purpose of 
the amended NOI was to announce the NNPP’s intent to reduce the scope of the EIS to include only 
the recapitalization of naval spent nuclear fuel handling capabilities in the proposed action.  The 
NNPP used the input received during both scoping periods to prepare the Draft EIS. 
  
PUBLIC COMMENT ON THE DRAFT EIS:   
 
On June 19, 2015 the NNPP published a notice announcing the availability of the Draft EIS; the 
duration of the public comment period through August 10, 2015; the location and timing for three 
public hearings; and the various methods that could be used for submitting comments on the Draft 
EIS (80 Fed. Reg. 35331).  In response to a request from the Shoshone-Bannock tribes, on 
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August 14, 2015 the NNPP published a notice that it was reopening the public comment through 
August 31, 2015 (80 Fed. Reg. 48850). 
 
Three public hearings were held in Idaho from August 4 through August 6, 2015 in Idaho Falls, 
Pocatello, and Twin Falls.  Elected officials and members of the public provided oral and written 
comments during hearings.  Additionally, a website (www.ecfrecapitalization.us) was established to 
provide further information to the public about the Draft EIS, how to submit comments, and other 
pertinent information.   
 
All written public comments received plus a transcript of oral comments made during the public 
hearings are included in Appendix G.  Responses to all comments are also included in Appendix G.  
All comments were considered in preparing this Final EIS.  
 
CHANGES TO THE DRAFT EIS: 

 
Throughout this Final EIS, text revisions and modifications that have occurred since publication of the 
Draft EIS are indicated by a vertical line (sidebar) in the margin.  Section 1.7 provides a summary of 
the important changes made since the Draft EIS.  Other changes were made to update information 
and make other minor clarifications and editorial revisions.  Appendix G does not contain any side-
barred text, since that Appendix is an entirely new section of the EIS and did not appear in the Draft 
EIS. 
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CONVERSION CHART 

 
Metric to English English to Metric 

Area 
Multiply by To Find Multiply by To Find 
square kilometers 0.386 square miles square miles 2.590 square kilometers 
square meters 10.764 square feet square feet 0.093 square meters 
hectares 2.471 acres acres 0.405 hectares 

 

Length 
Multiply by To Find Multiply by To Find 

centimeters 0.394 inches inches 2.540 centimeters 
meters 3.281 feet feet 0.305 meters 
kilometers 0.621 miles miles 1.609 kilometers 

 

Volume 
Multiply by To Find Multiply by To Find 

liters 0.264 gallons gallons 3.785 liters 
cubic meters 1.308 cubic yards cubic yards 0.765 cubic meters 

 

Weight/Mass 
Multiply by To Find Multiply by To Find 

metric tons 1.102 U.S. tons (short) U.S. tons (short) 0.907 metric  tons 
kilograms 0.001102 U.S. tons (short) U.S. tons (short) 907.185 kilograms 
kilograms 2.205 pounds pounds 0.4536 kilograms 
grams 0.0353 ounces pounds 453.59 grams 
grams 0.0022 pounds ounces 28.35 grams 

 

Temperature 
Multiply by To Find Multiply by To Find 

[degrees Kelvin - 273.15] 
1.8, then 
add 32 

degrees Fahrenheit [degrees Fahrenheit - 32] 
0.556, then 
add 273.15 

degrees Kelvin 

degrees Celsius 
 
1.8, then 
add 32 

degrees Fahrenheit [degrees Fahrenheit - 32] 0.556 degrees Celsius 

 
 

Units of Radiation 
1 Curie  = 3.7 x 1010 disintegrations per second 

1 Curie = 3.7 x 1010 Becquerels Metric to Metric 

1 Becquerel = 1 disintegration per second metric ton      = 1000 kilograms 

1 rad = 0.01 gray    

1 rem = 0.01 Sievert  English to English  

1 gray = 1 joule per kilogram U.S. ton (short) =       2000 pounds 

 
 

Metric Prefixes 

U.S. ton (long) =       2240 pounds 

mega  = multiplication factor of 1,000,000 (1 x 106) 

kilo  = multiplication factor of 1,000 (1 x 103) 

centi = multiplication factor of 0.01 (1 x 10-2) 

milli = multiplication factor of 0.001 (1 x 10-3) 

micro = multiplication factor of 0.000 001 (1 x 10-6) 

pico = multiplication factor of 0.000 000 000 001 (1 x 10-12) 
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APPENDIX A 
 

PUBLIC SCOPING 
 
A.1 Background and Summary 

 
This appendix provides information on the efforts taken to comply with the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) requirements for the solicitation and accumulation of comments on the scope of the 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Recapitalization of Infrastructure Supporting Naval 
Spent Nuclear Fuel Handling at the Idaho National Laboratory (INL).   
 
The Notice of Intent (NOI) was published in 75 Fed. Reg. 42082 (July 20, 2010).  At that time, the NOI 
included recapitalization of both naval spent nuclear fuel handling and examination capabilities of the 
Expended Core Facility (ECF).  The NOI and Legal Notice placed in area newspapers provided a 
toll-free telephone number, a mailing address, and an e-mail address to allow interested members of 
the public to provide comments on the scope of this EIS.  In addition, three public scoping meetings 
were held in Idaho to solicit written and verbal comments on the proposed action.  The comment 
period officially ended on September 3, 2010; however, the Naval Nuclear Propulsion Program 
(NNPP) chose to incorporate comments received after that date. 
 
During the comment period, the NNPP received two comments by mail and 10 comments by e-mail.  
No comments were received at the Idaho Falls public scoping meeting, three comments were 
received at the Pocatello public scoping meeting, and two comments were received at the Twin Falls 
public scoping meeting.   
 
Table A-1 provides a list of comments received during the public scoping period.  Section A.2 
provides the comments received by mail and e-mail (in as-received form), comments provided during 
the public scoping meetings (from transcripts recorded by court recorders), and the NNPP responses. 
 
The NNPP published an Amended NOI in 77 Fed. Reg. 27448 (May 10, 2012) to revise the scope of 
the EIS to just that necessary to support the recapitalization of the naval spent nuclear fuel handling 
capabilities of ECF.  The amended NOI was placed in area newspapers and provided a mailing 
address and an e-mail address to allow interested members of the public to provide comments on the 
scope of the EIS.  The comment period on the revised scope of the EIS ended on June 11, 2012.  
During the comment period, the NNPP received two comments by mail and two comments by e-mail.  
Table A-2 provides a list of comments received during the public scoping period for the amended NOI.   
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Table A-1: Comments Received on Scope of the EIS 

Medium 
Number of 
Comments 

Person/Group Commenting Date 

Mail 2 

#1: William L. Duke 
President IAM&AW Local 

08/20/10 

#2: Theogene Mbabaliye, Ph.D. 
United States (U.S.) Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) Region 10 
(Duplicate comments also received by e-mail.) 

09/02/10 

E-mail 10 

#1: B.J. Howerton 
Environmental Services Manager, Bureau of Indian Affairs 

07/22/10 

#2: Richard Provencher 08/26/10 

#3: Theogene Mbabaliye, Ph.D. 
U.S. EPA Region 10 
(Duplicate comments also received by mail.) 

09/02/10 

#4: Roger Turner 09/02/10 
#5: Dr. Peter Rickards  
Idaho Families for the Safest Energy 

09/03/10 

#6: Katherine Daly 09/03/10 
#7: Beatrice Brailsford 
Snake River Alliance 

09/03/10 

#8: Dr. Peter Rickards  
Idaho Families for the Safest Energy 

09/03/10 

#9: Kit Deslauriers 09/06/10 
#10: Chuck Broscious  09/08/10 

Idaho Falls 
Meeting 

None 

Pocatello 
Meeting 

3 

#1: Beatrice Brailsford  
Snake River Alliance 

08/25/10 

#2: Roger Turner 08/25/10 
#3: Bill Downs 08/25/10 

Twin Falls 
Meeting 

2 
#1: Dr. Peter Rickards   08/26/10 
#2: Bill Chisholm 08/26/10 

 
Table A-2: Comments Received on the Amended NOI 

Medium 
Number of 
Comments 

Person/Group Commenting Date 

Mail 2 

#1: Sandra Blazius 06/05/12 
#2: Richard B. Provencher 
Idaho Operations Office, U.S. Department of Energy 
(DOE) 

06/05/12 

E-mail 2 
#1 Unknown 05/13/12 
#2 Beatrice Brailsford  
Snake River Alliance 

06/11/12 

 
Section A.3 provides the comments received on the amended NOI by mail and e-mail (in as-received 
form), and the NNPP responses. 
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A.2 Initial Public Scoping Comments and Responses 
 
This section provides comments received during the initial public scoping period and the associated 
NNPP responses.  Personal contact information (i.e., home address, phone number, e-mail address) 
is redacted to protect personal and private information.  Similar information provided by organizations 
is not redacted. 
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Mail Comment #1 
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Response to Mail Comment #1 
 
The commenter’s support for the recapitalization project is noted.  As indicated in Chapter 2 of the 
Draft EIS, the proposed action does not include sites off of the Naval Reactors Facility (NRF).  
 
 



DOE/EIS-0453-F - Recapitalization of Infrastructure Supporting Naval Spent Nuclear Fuel Handling 

 
 

A-7 

Mail Comment #2 
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Response to Mail Comment #2 
 
Responses to EPA’s comments follow: 
 
Item #1:   
 
The affected environment is described in Chapter 3.  Environmental effects to resources are 
described in Chapter 4.  Potential mitigation measures are addressed in Chapters 3, 4, and 6.   
 
Item #2.a: 
 
Section 4.4 describes which waters may be impacted, the nature of potential impacts, and specific 
pollutants that could impact these waters. 
 
Item #2.b: 
 
Water bodies on the State’s or Tribes’ most current EPA approved 303(d) list are not affected by the 
proposed action. 
 
Item #2.c:   
 
Wellhead and source water protection areas for NRF are described in Section 3.4.  Source water 
protection areas for NRF are delineated in the INL Source Water Assessment (DOE 2003a) in 
accordance with the methods provided in guidelines of the Idaho Wellhead Protection Plan 
(IDEQ 1997) and the Idaho Source Water Assessment Plan (IDEQ 1999).  Protection measures taken 
at NRF include spill prevention and cleanup programs; wastewater discharge management plan; 
waste management programs; and a drinking water monitoring program; these plans and programs 
conform to applicable federal and state requirements and some are subject to EPA and state of Idaho 
compliance inspections.  Activities that could potentially affect these source water protection areas, 
along with potential contaminants that may result from the proposed action, are described in 
Section 4.4. 
 
Item #2.d:  
 
As noted in Section 4.4, no wastewater or storm water would be discharged to waters of the U.S. for 
any of the proposed alternatives. 
 
Item #2.e: 
 
Impacts to groundwater are analyzed in Section 4.4.  Reasonably foreseeable direct, indirect, and 
cumulative impacts to groundwater resources are analyzed in Chapter 5.  As identified in Sections 3.4 
and 4.4 surface water would not be impacted.  There could be small impacts to groundwater from 
non-radiological constituents since best management practices would continue to be used to protect 
groundwater.  There would be negligible impacts on groundwater from radiological constituents if 
preventive and corrective maintenance are not sufficient to prevent a minor water pool leak.  NRF 
controls contamination with programs that conform to applicable federal and state requirements, and 
some are subject to EPA and state of Idaho compliance inspections (Sections 4.3.2 and 4.3.3). 
 
Item #3.a:  
 
Section 4.14 discusses potential direct and indirect impacts of hazardous waste from construction and 
operation of the proposed action and identifies projected hazardous waste types and volumes.  
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Section 5.2.10 addresses cumulative impacts of hazardous waste.  Waste storage, disposal, and 
management plans for hazardous waste are described in Sections 3.14 and 4.14.  
 
Item #3.b:  
 
Applicability of state and federal hazardous waste requirements are addressed in Appendix C.   
 
Item #3.c: 
 
As discussed in Section 3.14, NRF has ongoing actions to minimize the generation of hazardous 
waste including, where practical, the use of less toxic materials.  Those actions are applicable to all of 
the alternatives under consideration. 
 
Item #3.d:  
 
The potential for release of hazardous or radioactive materials to the environment from the proposed 
action is described in Section 4.6.  The naval spent nuclear fuel handling operations are designed to 
minimize the potential for release of hazardous constituents in any form.  In addition, the NNPP 
minimizes waste generation from operations.  NNPP radiological controls are described in 
Section 3.13.  These controls maintain exposures as low as reasonably achievable (ALARA).  Impacts 
from exposure to radiation, including a description of potential pathways and assumed exposure 
times, are provided in Appendix F. 
 
Item #3.e:  
 
Radiological and hazardous waste along with naval spent nuclear fuel are managed in accordance 
with strict control to maintain exposures to ALARA.  These controls are effective at managing all 
radionuclides of concern.  As described in Section 4.13, NNPP occupational and public exposures are 
significantly below regulatory requirements. 
 
Item #3.f:  
 
Appendix F provides an evaluation of a range of hypothetical accident scenarios associated with 
radiological aspects of the proposed action.  It describes emergency preparedness to ensure that 
workers and the public would be properly protected in the event of an accident.  In addition, it 
describes mitigative measures that could be taken to limit exposure in the event of an accident.  
Section 3.13 describes the strict NNPP controls that minimize the chance of an accident resulting in a 
release of radioactivity. 
 
Item #4.a:  
 
Excavation for the new facility alternative would be accomplished with heavy equipment and without 
blasting; therefore, there would be no increase to seismicity from construction.  Similarly, facility 
operations, described in Chapter 2, would not increase seismicity.  The seismic hazards assessment 
for INL is described in Section 3.3.3.  Safety, during and after earthquakes, is addressed by the DOE 
use of seismic design categories; facility structures, systems, and components are designed 
accordingly, as discussed in Section 4.3.  The seismic impacts and method of evaluation associated 
with each alternative and time period are described in Sections 4.3.1 through 4.3.3.  
 
Item #4.b:  
 
A seismic map is provided in Section 3.3. 
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Item #5.a: 
 
Section 3.6.2 describes ambient air conditions and the National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS).  As stated in Section 3.6.2, the project area is in attainment; there are no non-attainment 
areas. 
  
Item #5.b: 
 
Section 4.6 provides an estimate of annual criteria pollutant emissions from the proposed action. 
 
Item #5.c: 
 
Potential direct and indirect impacts from construction and operation to air quality are analyzed in 
Section 4.6.  Section 5.2.5 discusses potential cumulative impacts to air quality from construction and 
operation. 
 
Item #5.d: 
 
Section 4.6.1 and Appendix E specify the emission sources and quantity of non-radiological 
emissions.  Section 4.6.2 and Appendix F specify the emission sources and quantity of radiological 
emissions. 
 
Item #5.e: 
 
Section 4.6.1 and Appendix E provide specific information about pollutants from mobile sources, 
stationary sources, and ground disturbance.  Mitigation measures are addressed in Chapter 6.  
 
Item #5.f: 
 
Idaho does not have a specific requirement for an Equipment Emissions Mitigation Plan for reducing 
diesel particulate, carbon monoxide, hydrocarbons, and NOx from construction activities.  Best 
management practices for control of fugitive dust during construction per Idaho Administrative 
Procedures Act Sections 650 and 651 and any permit requirements would be followed during 
construction.  This is addressed in Section 4.6. 
 
Item #5.g:  
 
Section 4.6.2, Section 4.13.2, and Appendix F provide an evaluation of radiological impacts on air 
quality and public health impacts.  Section 4.6.2 identifies those radionuclides that can be released to 
the air directly or indirectly.  Radon gas emissions are not discussed because radon emissions are not 
expected for the proposed action. 
 
Item #6:   
 
Cumulative impacts are analyzed in Chapter 5.    
 
Item #7.a: 
 
Climate change impacts are described in Sections 3.6.2.2 and 4.6.1.   
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Item #7.b: 
 
The greenhouse gas evaluations for the proposed action are provided in Section 4.6.  
 
Item #8:   
 
Government-to-government consultation between Naval Reactors and the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes 
is described in Section 4.8.   
 
Item #9:   
 
Section 4.12 evaluates environmental justice populations within the scope of the proposed action.   
 
Item #10:   
 
Chapter 7 discusses the environmental measurement and monitoring programs that are currently in 
place at NRF.  These monitoring programs could change over time in response to updated regulatory 
requirements or new discharge points regardless of which alternative is chosen.  Results of 
monitoring would be used to verify proper controls are in place or to take action to ensure the 
protection of the environment and the public. 
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E-Mail Comment #1 
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Response to E-Mail Comment #1 
 
The Bureau of Indian Affairs is on the distribution list for the Draft EIS and the Final EIS.  No other 
comments were received. 
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E-Mail Comment #2 
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Response to E-Mail Comment #2 
 

The commenter’s support for the recapitalization project is noted. 
 
Item #1: 
 
Quantities and throughputs related to the naval spent nuclear fuel handling operations expected in the 
future are used as a basis for the impact analyses in Chapter 4.   
 
Item #2: 
 
The siting alternatives are described in Section 2.2 of this EIS.  For the recapitalization of naval spent 
nuclear fuel handling capabilities, the NNPP has determined that a hybrid of siting options is not a 
reasonable alternative.  However, an evaluation of a hybrid of siting alternatives may be considered 
for the recapitalization of examination facilities when it is evaluated separately. 
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E-Mail Comment #3 
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Response to E-Mail Comment #3 
 

Items #1-10: 
 
This comment duplicates Mail Comment #2.  Please refer to the responses to Mail Comment #2. 
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E-Mail Comment #4 
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Response to E-Mail Comment #4 
 
Responses to Roger Turner’s comments follow: 
 
Introductory Item:   
 
The information provided in the NOI was sufficient to allow informed comments on the scope of the 
planned EIS. 
 
Item #1.a: 
 
As discussed in Section 1.4, this EIS has been prepared to fulfill NEPA requirements as related to the 
recapitalization of naval spent nuclear fuel handling capabilities.  It provides specific descriptions of 
impacts (direct, indirect, and cumulative) from reasonable alternatives.  It uses updated information 
without heavy reliance on DOE 1995.   
 
Item # 1.b:   
 
Detailed unclassified information on naval spent nuclear fuel management, including a description of 
naval spent nuclear fuel receipt, handling, and processing for dry storage at ECF, was included in 
Appendix D of DOE 1995.  Sections 1.1.3 and 1.1.4 of this EIS provide current unclassified 
information on naval spent nuclear fuel management, including a description of facilities where these 
activities are performed.   
 
Cumulative impacts for the proposed action are addressed in Chapter 5 of this EIS. 
 
Item #1.c:   
 
DOE 1995 evaluated the transportation of naval spent nuclear fuel to the INL for examination and 
storage.  Based on the evaluations in DOE 1995, the decisions in ROD 1995 to transport naval spent 
nuclear fuel to the INL were not dependent upon having a geologic repository at Yucca Mountain.  In 
fact, ROD 1995 states that relative ranking of the alternatives would remain the same for possible 
future naval spent nuclear fuel disposal scenarios. 
 
Item #2.a:  
 
Section 1.1.4 of the EIS documents the current ECF configuration and current and planned naval 
spent nuclear fuel handling infrastructure at NRF.  The commenter refers to Table 5.3.1-1 of 
DOE 2005a.  The only entry in that table relevant to the NNPP at NRF is the Expended Core Facility 
Dry Cell Project.  In the description of the project status, it states that “process limitations identified 
with the Dry Cell Facility and the volume of naval spent nuclear fuel that must be processed and 
loaded into canisters for dry storage led Naval Reactors to the conclusion that continuation of fuel 
processing in water pools was more likely to support the objectives of the Idaho Settlement 
Agreement and support fleet operating schedules than dry fuel processing.  Construction is continuing 
to implement canister loading and dry storage operations at production levels.”  That entry describes 
the cancellation of the dry cell project and construction of the Spent Fuel Packaging Facility described 
in Section 1.1.4.  The entry further describes how the change in direction is bounded by the analysis 
in DOE 1996. 
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Item #2.b:  
 
Section 1.1.4 of the EIS documents the current ECF configuration and current and planned naval 
spent nuclear fuel handling infrastructure at NRF.  These descriptions cover what has been 
constructed at ECF and NRF relative to naval spent fuel handling operations in the past 15 years.   

 
As described in Section 1.1.4, the ECF water pools were constructed in four stages, referred to as 
Water Pools #1 through #4.  The total length of the ECF water pool is now approximately 130 meters 
(420 feet), with pool depths ranging from approximately 6 to 14 meters (20 to 45 feet).  ECF is 
currently approximately 305 meters (1000 feet) long and 60 meters (190 feet) wide, with an 18-meter 
(59-foot) high bay running the length of the building. 
 
Item #2.c:   
 
As noted in Section 1.1.4, the water pools at ECF were constructed sequentially between 1957 and 
1979, and range in age from 35 years to 57 years.  Each stage of expansion met the seismic code 
applicable at the time.  The ECF water pools have never undergone a complete refurbishment; and, 
therefore, have not been upgraded to industry standards for storing spent nuclear fuel.  However, a 
seismic analysis of the ECF water pool reinforced concrete structures and adjacent building steel 
superstructure concluded that the reinforced concrete portion of the pools and adjacent building 
superstructure meet the seismic strength requirements of DOE 2002b for a Performance Category 3 
structure.  The analysis verified that the ECF reinforced concrete pools and adjacent building 
superstructure would maintain structural stability in a design basis earthquake.  Additionally, the ECF 
overhead cranes were determined to remain on the crane rails during a design basis earthquake.  For 
a new facility, structures, systems, and components important to safety would be designed to the 
appropriate natural phenomena hazard category using current design and construction standards. 
 
Item #2.d:  
 
As discussed in Section 3.14, NRF generates Remote-Handled Low-Level Waste that is currently 
disposed of at the RWMC.  In addition, non-hazardous waste is sent to the INL landfill at the Central 
Facilities Area for disposal.  Cumulative impacts from waste management are discussed in Chapter 5. 
 
Item #3:   
 
The capacity of the ECF water pool is described in Section 1.1.4.  The capacity of the New Facility 
Alternative water pool is described in Section 2.1.3.  The naval spent nuclear fuel handling 
management process is described in Section 1.1.3. 
 
Building 666 is located at Idaho Nuclear Technology and Engineering Center (INTEC), not NRF.  In 
accordance with ROD 1997a, naval spent nuclear fuel at INTEC is being returned to NRF to be 
loaded into canisters for temporary dry storage to meet the requirements of SA 1995 and SAA 2008. 

 
As discussed in Section 2.2, new facility alternative locations other than NRF, including INTEC, were 
evaluated but eliminated from further analysis.   
 
Item #4:   
 
NEPA evaluation is neither necessary nor appropriate for the 1995 Settlement Agreement (SA 1995).  
SA 1995 resolved NEPA concerns related to DOE 1995.   
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As discussed in Section 1.5.3 of the EIS, actions related to dry storage of naval spent nuclear fuel at 
NRF and actions related to transportation and disposal of naval spent nuclear fuel at Yucca Mountain 
are outside the scope of this EIS.  In particular, actions to develop interim storage facilities or geologic 
repositories (as suggested by the Blue Ribbon Commission on America’s Nuclear Future (BRC 2012)) 
in lieu of the planned geologic repository at Yucca Mountain will be subject to their own NEPA 
analysis. 
 
In DOE 1995 and DOE 1996, environmental impacts associated with dry storage normal operations 
and hypothetical accident scenarios were evaluated for several container system alternatives with 
varying naval spent nuclear fuel capacities.  For dry storage operations, arrays of 345 to 585 dry 
storage containers were evaluated.  The NNPP does not expect to have more than 585 dry storage 
containers by 2048.  Since each container system would be designed to meet 10 C.F.R. § 72 
licensing requirements for storage of spent nuclear fuel, the analyses were insensitive to container 
system capacity and quantity.  The delay in opening a geologic repository until 2048 would not result 
in changes to impacts described for the containers evaluated in DOE 1996.  Therefore, the previous 
EIS analyses and conclusions remain valid. 
 
Item #5:   
 
The commenter is incorrect in stating that since the completion of the 1995 EIS the situation has 
changed such that the Navy does not need to examine each fuel rod that has been removed from a 
ship, but rather only a representative sample.  The current in-service conditions experienced by naval 
nuclear fuel are more demanding than in the past.  The designs of naval nuclear fuel systems 
continue to evolve, and some desirable performance characteristics (e.g., a life-of-the-ship fuel design 
for aircraft carriers) have not yet been achieved.  The continuing comprehensive program of 
examining all naval spent nuclear fuel provides information that validates naval nuclear fuel designs 
and performance models.  This validation is essential to support resolution of emergent fleet 
problems, further refinement of the models, and development of the next generation of naval nuclear 
fuel designs. 
 
Item #6:   
 
The commenter is incorrect in stating that most spent fuel inspections may be completed with 
low-technical equipment.  Very complex and sophisticated equipment is needed to obtain needed 
information from examination of naval spent nuclear fuel while protecting workers from the high 
radiation fields associated with naval spent nuclear fuel.  The infrastructure for such inspections does 
not exist at the naval shipyards.  However, this infrastructure does exist at several locations on the 
INL.  As indicated in the original NOI, the U.S. Navy will include those locations when alternatives for 
recapitalization of the examination program infrastructure are evaluated.  
 
Item #7:   
 
As noted in Section 1.5.3, alternatives for management of spent nuclear fuel managed by the DOE, 
including naval spent nuclear fuel, were comprehensively evaluated in DOE 1995.  Based on that 
evaluation, ROD 1995 chose to implement regionalized spent fuel management by fuel type.  Under 
that alternative, naval spent nuclear fuel is managed at the NRF at INL.  There are no factors that 
warrant reconsideration of that decision. 
 
Item #8.a: 
 
Sections 1.1.3 and 1.2 describe the process for unloading naval spent nuclear fuel from shipping 
containers into water pools at ECF.  The NNPP complies with the restrictions of SA 1995 limiting the 
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time naval spent nuclear fuel can remain in the water pool to a period of 6 years with an exception for 
a volume of not more than 750 kilograms heavy metal of naval spent nuclear fuel in archival wet or 
dry storage as necessary for comparison to support fuel designs under development or in use in the 
U.S. Navy fleet.  The archival fuels are not subject to the 6-year  
time-frame limit. 
 
Item #8.b: 
 
The scope of this EIS no longer includes recapitalization of examination infrastructure.  In addition, 
discussion of dry storage is outside the scope of this EIS, as described in Section 1.5.3. 
 
Item #8.c:   
 
Dry storage is outside the scope of this EIS, as described in Section 1.5.3. 
 
Item #8.d:   
 
As noted in Section 1.5.3, alternatives for management of spent nuclear fuel managed by the DOE, 
including naval spent nuclear fuel, were comprehensively evaluated in DOE 1995.  Based on that 
evaluation, ROD 1995 chose to implement regionalized spent fuel management by fuel type.  Under 
that alternative, naval spent nuclear fuel is managed at NRF at INL.  There are no factors that warrant 
reconsideration of that decision. 
 
Item #9.a: 
 
The No Action Alternative, as currently defined in Section 2.1, limits efforts to preventative and 
corrective maintenance.  This level of effort may not keep the infrastructure in safe working order until 
2060 (i.e., maintenance alone may not be sufficient to sustain the proper functioning of structures, 
systems, and components).  In addition, this level of effort will not provide the capability to unload 
M-290 shipping containers.  Therefore, the No Action Alternative is an unreasonable alternative that 
does not meet the purpose and need for the proposed action.  While the concept of a minor overhaul 
does not warrant analysis as a stand-alone alternative since it is bound by the Overhaul Alternative, it 
is described in Section 2.3 as part of the scope of the New Facility Alternative.  The NNPP would 
continue to operate ECF during new facility construction, during a transition period, and after the new 
facility is operational for examination work.  To keep the ECF infrastructure in safe working order 
during these time periods, some limited upgrades and refurbishments may be necessary.  Details are 
not currently available regarding which specific actions will be taken; therefore, they are not explicitly 
analyzed as part of the New Facility Alternative.  However, the environmental impacts from these 
upgrades and refurbishments are considered to be bounded by the environmental impacts described 
for the Refurbishment Period of the Overhaul Alternative in Chapter 4. 
 
Item #9.b: 
 
Planned expansions to dry storage are consistent with ROD 1997a.  In ROD 1997a, the DOE and the 
Navy decided that all canisters loaded with naval spent nuclear fuel would be stored in a developed 
area east of ECF prior to shipment to an interim storage site or geologic repository.  Consistent with 
the evaluation, the first dry storage facility, known as the Overpack Storage Building (OSB), was 
constructed in 2001, adjacent to ECF.  Since 2001, two Overpack Storage Expansion (OSE) buildings 
have been constructed.  An additional OSE is planned if needed to accommodate the growing number 
of concrete overpacks loaded with naval spent nuclear fuel canisters.  The temporary dry storage of 
naval spent nuclear fuel in the OSB and OSEs is consistent with the evaluation in DOE 1996 and 
enables the NNPP to continue to meet its obligations in SA 1995 for dry storage.    
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E-Mail Comment #5 
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Response to E-Mail Comment #5 
 

Responses to Dr. Rickard’s comments follow: 
 
Item #1:   
 
As noted in Section 1.5.3, alternatives for management of spent nuclear fuel managed by the DOE, 
including naval spent nuclear fuel, were comprehensively evaluated in DOE 1995.  Based on that 
evaluation, ROD 1995 chose to implement regionalized spent fuel management by fuel type.  Under 
that alternative, naval spent nuclear fuel is managed at the NRF at INL.  There are no factors that 
warrant reconsideration of that decision. 
 
Item #2:     
 
As noted in Section 1.5.3, alternatives for management of spent nuclear fuel managed by the DOE, 
including naval spent nuclear fuel, were comprehensively evaluated in DOE 1995.  The 
consequences of accidental releases were considered in that evaluation; it was found that the 
consequences of centralizing spent fuel management at the Savannah River Site (SRS) were higher 
than the consequences of centralizing spent fuel management at INL.  Based on the evaluation in 
DOE 1995, ROD 1995 chose to implement regionalized spent fuel management by fuel type.  Under 
that alternative, naval spent nuclear fuel is managed at the NRF at INL.  There are no factors that 
warrant reconsideration of that decision. 
 
Item #3:   
 
As noted in Section 1.5.3, alternatives for management of spent nuclear fuel managed by the DOE, 
including naval spent nuclear fuel, were comprehensively evaluated in DOE 1995.  Transportation 
related impacts were considered in that evaluation.  Based on the evaluation in DOE 1995, ROD 1995 
chose to implement regionalized spent fuel management by fuel type.  Under that alternative, naval 
spent nuclear fuel is managed at the NRF at INL.  There are no factors that warrant reconsideration of 
that decision. 
 
Item #4:   
 
The articles were reviewed to determine their applicability to the EIS.  The articles discuss radiation 
exposure due to inhalation of plutonium, water transport of plutonium, and High-Efficiency Particulate 
Air (HEPA) filter efficiency for alpha particles.   
 
Inhalation of Plutonium 
 
The B.R. Scott article (Scott & Fencl 1999) identified by the commenter models the amount of 
plutonium intake by workers in an environment where there are few particles available for inhalation - 
a condition in which the authors consider a statistical (i.e., stochastic) approach for estimating intake 
is more appropriate than a deterministic approach.  The model uses an assumed distribution of 
particle sizes which are available for inhalation.  The range in assumed particle sizes leads to large 
variability in calculated radioactivity intake when few particles are inhaled.  Since inhalation occurs in 
discrete particles that have a log normal distribution, most workers will inhale smaller particles while a 
few workers may inhale large particles.  Of those particles inhaled, only a portion would be deposited 
in a section of the respiratory tract that contributes to an internal dose.  The authors correctly note that 
in addition to the variability in intake, there is uncertainty on where particles deposit in the respiratory 
tract.  Since the location of deposition significantly affects the dose received from the particle, the 
authors do not attempt to estimate the doses associated with the intake and subsequent deposition.  
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The authors do not conclude in the paper that inhalation of a single particle of 238Pu would exceed the 
10 millirem public exposure limit established in 40 C.F.R. § 61.102.  However, if a large enough 
particle were to be deposited in the lungs, an individual’s exposure could exceed 10 millirem.  
 
Section F.3 of the EIS discusses the generally accepted models and assumptions used for estimation 
of risk posed to workers and the public from releases of radioactivity during routine naval spent 
nuclear fuel handling operations and hypothetical accident scenarios.  The generally accepted model 
for particle dispersion used in the EIS is the Gaussian model for a plume which is one of the most 
common modeling methods.  For example, the Gaussian model is used by both the DOE 
(DOE 2004c) and Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC 2011).  In addition, the latest guidance for 
converting radioactivity inhaled to dose received was used in the EIS analysis (ICRP 1995).  This 
includes the use of dose conversion factors for appropriate particle sizes for environmental release as 
recommended by the ICRP (ICRP 1993).   
 
Additionally, the larger particles discussed in the article “associated with the upper tail of the intake 
distribution do not necessarily reflect a higher health risk as many of the high intake events are 
associated with deposition of large particles in the nose, which is a radioresistant site.”  Therefore, if a 
member of the public were to inhale a large particle, the particle would be unlikely to be deposited in 
the lungs.  The article is also specific to exposure to workers.  As discussed in the article, the particle 
size and radioactivity distribution are likely to be very different for an accident resulting in public 
exposure. 
 
Water Transport of Plutonium 
 
The articles present information about the transport of radionuclides through the environment into 
groundwater.  However, as the articles state, the transport of radionuclides is dependent on many 
factors influenced by the chemistry of a particular location and environment.  Exposure from 
radioactive emissions onto surface water and into groundwater was evaluated in the EIS.  
Conservative assumptions were used to reflect uncertainty in transport methods through the soil and 
aquifer below NRF.  Individual radionuclide transport properties (excluding radioactive decay) were 
not considered for the water transport to allow for conservative modeling (e.g., not modeling any 
potential delay from perched water zones, instantaneous solubility, and rapid transport time to the 
individuals of interest based on empirical data).   
 
HEPA Filtration 
 
For routine naval spent nuclear fuel handling operations, the impacts reported are based on actual 
emissions scaled to future operations.  For hypothetical accident scenarios involving an intact facility 
structure with HEPA filters, this EIS models HEPA filters as being 99.9 percent effective for 
particulates (a more conservative assumption than the 99.97 percent higher filtration efficiency 
frequently reported in DOE documents).  In addition, multiple HEPA filter units in series are 
conservatively modeled as a single unit; and no credit is taken in the model for multiplicative 
protection from a series of HEPA filters.  For hypothetical accidental scenarios involving damage to a 
facility structure, this EIS takes no credit for HEPA filters and does not include HEPA filtration.  
 
The NNPP requires that HEPA filters to the environment be tested frequently for proper air flow, 
pressure, and filtration effectiveness.  Testing to verify that the HEPA filters are operating effectively 
occurs upon initial installation, after any modification of the system, and annually.  Additionally, the 
NNPP replaces the HEPA filters whenever the filters do not pass inspection, if damage is detected or 
suspected, according to schedule, or if the radiation level in the filter reaches a set-point.   
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Item #5:   
 
As discussed in Section 1.5.3, transportation of naval spent nuclear fuel to INL is outside the scope of 
this EIS; therefore, no off-site transportation accidents are evaluated.  Appendix F evaluates releases 
of radionuclides due to hypothetical accident scenarios and intentional destructive acts.  238Pu is 
included in the source term for an inter-facility (i.e., between two facilities located on NRF property) 
transfer accident which includes a fire involving naval spent nuclear fuel.  The fire scenario is 
discussed in Appendix F, Section F.5.4.7; however, since the 238Pu contributes less than 1 percent of 
the dose, it is not shown in Table F.5-14.  In the development of accident scenarios, the NNPP 
models a total amount of material released based on a hypothetical amount of damage to the naval 
spent nuclear fuel that is independent of scenario duration.   
 
A 15-minute plume duration (e.g., exposure time to an individual) is modeled as representative of a 
fire that occurs on NRF property.  The material modeled to be released during this exposure time (i.e., 
activity released from damage to the naval spent nuclear fuel) accounts for mechanical damage to the 
naval spent nuclear fuel and overheating from a fire during the accident.  The model is conservative 
due to the robustness of the naval nuclear fuel design and the containment provided by the shielded 
transfer container design.  Assuming a 2-hour burn time for the vehicular crash on NRF property is 
unreasonable considering the emergency response capabilities available at NRF and the INL.      
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E-Mail Comment #6 
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Response to E-Mail Comment #6 
 

Item #1: 
 
The commenter’s interest in the No Action Alternative is noted.  The No Action Alternative, as 
currently defined in Section 2.1, limits efforts to preventative and corrective maintenance.  This level 
of effort may not keep the infrastructure in safe working order until 2060 (i.e., maintenance alone may 
not be sufficient to sustain the proper functioning of structures, systems, and components).  In 
addition, this level of effort will not provide the capability to unload M-290 shipping containers.  
Therefore, the No Action Alternative is an unreasonable alternative that does not meet the purpose 
and need for the proposed action. 
 
Item #2: 
 
Potential environmental impacts of all analyzed alternatives on the surrounding environment and the 
Snake River Aquifer are discussed in Chapter 4. 
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E-Mail Comment #7 
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Response to E-Mail Comment #7 
 

Responses to the Snake River Alliance’s comments follow: 
 
Item #1:     
 
The commenter is correct that the 1995 Settlement Agreement does not require examination and 
storage of naval spent nuclear fuel at INL.  As noted in Section 1.5.3 of the draft EIS, alternatives for 
management of spent nuclear fuel managed by the DOE, including naval spent nuclear fuel, were 
comprehensively evaluated in DOE 1995.  Based on that evaluation, ROD 1995 chose to implement 
regionalized spent fuel management by fuel type.  Under that alternative, naval spent nuclear fuel is 
managed at the NRF at INL.  The 1995 Settlement Agreement documents conditions agreed to 
among the Navy, the DOE, and the state of Idaho on the implementation of that decision. 
 
Item #2:      
 
Section 1.1.3 describes the nature and extent of examinations performed on naval spent nuclear fuel. 
 
Item #3:   
 
With the exception of transportation and dry storage, all of the activities identified in the comment, 
including the management and disposition of waste, are evaluated in the EIS for both the construction 
period and the 40 year operational life of the new or refurbished facilities.  Transportation and dry 
storage of naval spent nuclear fuel are outside the scope of this EIS as the nature and scope of those 
activities are unaffected by the proposed action and there are no factors that would change the 
conclusions of prior analyses of those activities.  
 
Item #4:   
 
The makeup of the U.S. fleet is outside the scope of the EIS and any description of what the fleet will 
look like in 40 to 50 years would be speculative.  However, given the Navy’s current shipbuilding plan, 
the lifetime of warships (USS ENTERPRISE, the first nuclear-powered aircraft carrier, remained in 
service for 50 years), and the military capabilities provided by nuclear propulsion, it is reasonable to 
conclude that nuclear-powered warships will remain a vital element of the U.S. fleet for the 
foreseeable future. 
 
Item #5:   
 
Per SAA 2008, after January 1, 2035, the U.S. Navy may maintain a volume of naval spent nuclear 
fuel at INL of not more than 9 metric tons heavy metal (MTHM) for a time-frame reasonably necessary 
for examination, processing, and queuing for shipment to a geologic repository or interim storage 
facility outside Idaho. 
 
Currently, the INL has an inventory of approximately 30 MTHM of naval spent nuclear fuel.  This naval 
spent nuclear fuel is in the process of being packaged for dry storage by 2023 in accordance with 
SA 1995.  
 
By 2035, the NNPP would have an inventory of approximately 66 MTHM of naval spent nuclear fuel 
on the INL if an interim storage facility or geologic repository is not available.  By 2048, this total would 
be approximately 78 MTHM.  The majority of this inventory would be in dry storage awaiting shipment 
to an interim storage facility or geologic repository.   
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Although the NNPP has the necessary loading facilities at NRF and transportation casks, the 
timeframe reasonably necessary for shipment of naval spent nuclear fuel to a repository or storage 
facility outside of Idaho is dependent on the availability of such facilities.  The timing of availability of 
those facilities is uncertain.  At the time of this Draft EIS, the NRC is considering the DOE application 
to construct a geologic repository at Yucca Mountain.  The President’s Blue Ribbon Commission on 
America’s Nuclear Future (Commission) evaluated alternatives to the repository at Yucca Mountain.  
The DOE strategy for implementing the recommendations of the Commission estimated that a pilot 
interim storage capability could be operational by 2021, a consolidated interim storage facility could 
be operational by 2025, and an alternate geologic repository could be operational by 2048. 
 
Item #6:   
 
The No Action Alternative, as currently defined in Section 2.1, limits efforts to preventative and 
corrective maintenance.  This level of effort may not keep the infrastructure in safe working order until 
2060 (i.e., maintenance alone may not be sufficient to sustain the proper functioning of structures, 
systems, and components).  In addition, this level of effort will not provide the capability to unload 
M290 shipping containers.  Therefore, the No Action Alternative is an unreasonable alternative that 
does not meet the purpose and need for the proposed action. 
 
Item #7:   
 
As described in Chapter 1, the operations at Idaho are directly linked to the refueling and defueling 
operations of the nuclear U.S. Navy through the use of shipping containers.  Without the proper 
capacity in Idaho to unload shipping containers and return them to the shipyards at a tempo 
necessary to support the fleet, the ability to defuel submarines and aircraft carriers would be 
impacted. 



DOE/EIS-0453-F - Recapitalization of Infrastructure Supporting Naval Spent Nuclear Fuel Handling 

 
 

A-64 

  



DOE/EIS-0453-F - Recapitalization of Infrastructure Supporting Naval Spent Nuclear Fuel Handling 

 
 

A-65 

E-Mail Comment #8 
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Response to E-Mail Comment #8 
 

Item #1a:   
 
This comment relates to potential options for recapitalization of the examination infrastructure at ECF.  
As noted in the amended NOI published on May 10, 2012 in 77 Fed. Reg. 27448, that action has 
been deferred and is no longer in the scope of this EIS. 
 
Items #1-5:  
 
The remainder of this comment duplicates E-Mail Comment #5.  Please refer to the responses to  
E-Mail Comment #5. 
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E-Mail Comment #9 
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Response to E-Mail Comment #9  
 

Items #1-5: 
 
This comment duplicates E-Mail Comment #5.  Please refer to the responses to E-Mail Comment #5. 
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E-Mail Comment #10 
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Response to E-Mail Comment #10 
 

The commenter has been included on the distribution list for the Draft and Final EIS. 
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Pocatello Meeting Comment #1 
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Response to Pocatello Meeting Comment #1 
 
The commenter’s interest in the proposed action is noted.  E-Mail Comment #7 contains the written 
comments provided by the Snake River Alliance. 
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Pocatello Meeting Comment #2 
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Response to Pocatello Meeting Comment #2 
 
Responses to Roger Turner’s comments follow: 
 
Item #1:   
 
The purpose and need for the proposed action are provided in Section 1.3. 
 
Item #2:   
 
A detailed description of the naval spent nuclear fuel handling process is provided in Chapter 1.  
Chapter 1 also includes a discussion of those items that are in and out of scope for this evaluation. 
 
Item #3:   
 
The No Action Alternative, as currently defined in Section 2.1, limits efforts to preventative and 
corrective maintenance.  This level of effort may not keep the infrastructure in safe working order until 
2060 (i.e., maintenance alone may not be sufficient to sustain the proper functioning of structures, 
systems, and components).  In addition, this level of effort will not provide the capability to unload 
M-290 shipping containers.  Therefore, the No Action Alternative is an unreasonable alternative that 
does not meet the purpose and need for the proposed action. 
 
Item #4:   
 
Chapter 1 describes ECF and the related facilities at NRF used for management of naval spent 
nuclear fuel.  The only facility that would be overhauled by the proposed action is ECF.  The nature 
and scope of the overhaul alternative is described in Chapter 2. 
 
Item #5:   
 
Waste management is discussed in Section 3.14.  Impacts from waste management are presented in 
Section 4.14.  Cumulative impacts from waste management are covered in Section 5.2.10. 
 
Item #6:   
 
Modern water pools have liners.  Information about water pool leaks from commercial spent nuclear 
fuel pools is provided in Appendix F, Section F.5.4.12.  As described in Chapter 2, the water pool for 
both the New Facility and Overhaul Alternatives would have a water-tight barrier between the water in 
the pool and the concrete walls of the water pool.  In addition, a groundwater monitoring system would 
actively monitor the site for leaks.  It is expected that the combination of the water pool liner, concrete 
walls, and groundwater monitoring would prevent water pool water from leaking, undetected, into the 
environment.  Further, the integrity of the water pool liner and structure would be ensured by 
maintaining a low-corrosive environment in the water pool water through proper water chemistry 
control. 
 
Item #7:   
 
The NNPP continues to temporarily store naval spent nuclear fuel in a dry configuration awaiting 
shipment to an interim storage facility or geologic repository.  As identified in Section 1.5.3, dry 
storage technologies were evaluated in DOE 1996.  The NNPP is not changing its dry storage method 
from that described in DOE 1996.  An examination of dry storage technologies is outside of the scope 
of this EIS. 
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Pocatello Meeting Comment #3 
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Response to Pocatello Meeting Comment #3 
 

Item #1:   
 
This document provides a significant amount of unclassified information related to the operations of 
the NNPP at NRF.  In addition, this document cites a large number of publically available references 
which provide information about the INL. 
 
Item #2:   
 
Section 4.10 describes the economic impacts of the proposed action including potential job growth. 
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Twin Falls Meeting Comment #1 
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Response to Twin Falls Meeting Comment #1 
 

As stated above, Dr. Rickards provided additional comments via e-mail.  Responses to those 
comments are provided in this Appendix under E-Mail Comments #5 and #8.   
 
Item #1:   
 
As noted in Section 1.5.3, alternatives for management of spent nuclear fuel managed by the DOE, 
including naval spent nuclear fuel, were comprehensively evaluated in DOE 1995.  Based on that 
evaluation, ROD 1995 chose to implement regionalized spent fuel management by fuel type.  Under 
that alternative, naval spent nuclear fuel is managed at the NRF at INL.  There are no factors that 
warrant reconsideration of that decision. 
 
Item #2: 
 
As noted in Section 1.5.3, alternatives for management of spent nuclear fuel managed by the DOE, 
including naval spent nuclear fuel, were comprehensively evaluated in DOE 1995.  The 
consequences of accidental releases were considered in that evaluation; it was found that the 
consequences of centralizing spent fuel management at SRS were higher than the consequences of 
centralizing spent fuel management at INL.  Based on the evaluation in DOE 1995, ROD 1995 chose 
to implement regionalized spent fuel management by fuel type.  Under that alternative, naval spent 
nuclear fuel is managed at the NRF at INL.  There are no factors that warrant reconsideration of that 
decision. 
 
Item #3:   
 
As noted in Section 1.5.3, alternatives for management of spent nuclear fuel managed by the DOE, 
including naval spent nuclear fuel, were comprehensively evaluated in DOE 1995.   
Transportation-related impacts were considered in that evaluation.  Based on that evaluation, ROD 
1995 chose to implement regionalized spent fuel management by fuel type.  Under that alternative, 
naval spent nuclear fuel is managed at the NRF at INL.  There are no factors that warrant 
reconsideration of that decision. 
 
Item #4:   
 
Hypothetical accident scenarios, including intentionally destructive acts, are considered in 
Section 4.13 and Appendix F.  The footprint of the release and extent of environmental impact are 
described in Appendix F. 
 
Item #5:   
 
Refer to the response to Item #2. 
 
Item #6: 
 
This comment relates to potential options for recapitalization of the examination infrastructure at ECF.  
As noted in the amended NOI published on May 10, 2012 in 77 Fed. Reg. 27448, that action has 
been deferred and is no longer in the scope of this EIS. 
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Item #7:   
 
As noted in Section 1.5.3, alternatives for management of spent nuclear fuel managed by the DOE, 
including naval spent nuclear fuel, were comprehensively evaluated in DOE 1995.   
Transportation-related impacts were considered in that evaluation.  Based on that evaluation, ROD 
1995 chose to implement regionalized spent fuel management by fuel type.  Under that alternative, 
naval spent nuclear fuel is managed at the NRF at INL.  There are no factors that warrant 
reconsideration of that decision. 
 
Item #8:   
 
Inhalation of Plutonium 
 
The B.R. Scott article (Scott & Fencl 1999) identified by the commenter models the amount of 
plutonium intake by workers in an environment where there are few particles available for inhalation - 
a condition in which the authors consider a statistical (i.e., stochastic) approach for estimating intake 
is more appropriate than a deterministic approach.  The model uses an assumed distribution of 
particle sizes which are available for inhalation.  The range in assumed particle sizes leads to large 
variability in calculated radioactivity intake when few particles are inhaled.  Since inhalation occurs in 
discrete particles that have a log normal distribution, most workers will inhale smaller particles while a 
few workers may inhale large particles.  Of those particles inhaled, only a portion would be deposited 
in a section of the respiratory tract that contributes to an internal dose.  The authors correctly note that 
in addition to the variability in intake, there is uncertainty on where particles deposit in the respiratory 
tract.  Since the location of deposition significantly affects the dose received from the particle, the 
authors do not attempt to estimate the doses associated with the intake and subsequent deposition.  
The authors do not conclude in the paper that inhalation of a single particle of 238Pu would exceed the 
10 millirem public exposure limit established in 40 C.F.R. § 61.102.  However, if a large enough 
particle were to be deposited in the lungs, an individual’s exposure could exceed 10 millirem.  
 
Section F.3 of the EIS discusses the generally accepted models and assumptions used for estimation 
of risk posed to workers and the public from releases of radioactivity during routine naval spent 
nuclear fuel handling operations and hypothetical accident scenarios.  The generally accepted model 
for particle dispersion used in the EIS is the Gaussian model for a plume which is one of the most 
common modeling methods.  For example, the Gaussian model is used by both the DOE 
(DOE 2004c) and Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC 2011).  In addition, the latest guidance for 
converting radioactivity inhaled to dose received was used in the EIS analysis (ICRP 1995).  This 
includes the use of dose conversion factors for appropriate particle sizes for environmental release as 
recommended by the ICRP (ICRP 1993).   
 
Additionally, the larger particles discussed in the article “associated with the upper tail of the intake 
distribution do not necessarily reflect a higher health risk as many of the high intake events are 
associated with deposition of large particles in the nose, which is a radioresistant site.”  Therefore, if a 
member of the public were to inhale a large particle, the particle would be unlikely to be deposited in 
the lungs.  The article is also specific to exposure to workers.  As discussed in the article, the particle 
size and radioactivity distribution are likely to be very different for an accident resulting in public 
exposure.  
 
HEPA Filtration 
 
For routine naval spent nuclear fuel handling operations, the impacts reported are based on actual 
emissions scaled to future operations.  For hypothetical accident scenarios involving an intact facility 
structure with HEPA filters, this EIS models HEPA filters as being 99.9 percent effective for 
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particulates (a more conservative assumption than the 99.97 percent higher filtration efficiency 
frequently reported in DOE documents).  In addition, multiple HEPA filter units in series are 
conservatively modeled as a single unit; and no credit is taken in the model for multiplicative 
protection from a series of HEPA filters.  For hypothetical accidental scenarios involving damage to a 
facility structure, this EIS takes no credit for HEPA filters and does not include HEPA filtration.  
 
The NNPP requires that HEPA filters to the environment be tested frequently for proper air flow, 
pressure, and filtration effectiveness.  Testing to verify that the HEPA filters are operating effectively 
occurs upon initial installation, after any modification of the system, and annually.  Additionally, the 
NNPP replaces the HEPA filters whenever the filters do not pass inspection, if damage is detected or 
suspected, according to schedule, or if the radiation level in the filter reaches a set-point.   
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Twin Falls Meeting Comment #2 
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Response to Twin Falls Meeting Comment #2 
 

Item #1:   
 
Although the NNPP has the necessary loading facilities at NRF and transportation casks, the 
timeframe reasonably necessary for shipment of naval spent nuclear fuel to a repository or storage 
facility outside of Idaho is dependent on the availability of such facilities.  The timing of availability of 
those facilities is uncertain.  At the time of this Draft EIS, the NRC is considering the DOE application 
to construct a geologic repository at Yucca Mountain.  The President’s Blue Ribbon Commission on 
America’s Nuclear Future evaluated alternatives to the repository at Yucca Mountain.  The DOE 
strategy for implementing the recommendations of the Commission estimated that a pilot interim 
storage capability could be operational by 2021, a consolidated interim storage facility could be 
operational by 2025, and an alternate geologic repository could be operational by 2048. 
 
Item #2:   
 
The environmental impacts from air emissions are discussed in Section 4.6. 
 
Item #3:   
 
As noted in Section 1.5.3, alternatives for management of spent nuclear fuel managed by the DOE, 
including naval spent nuclear fuel, were comprehensively evaluated in DOE 1995.   
Transportation-related impacts were considered in that evaluation.  Based on that evaluation, ROD 
1995 chose to implement regionalized spent fuel management by fuel type.  Under that alternative, 
naval spent nuclear fuel is managed at the NRF at INL.  There are no factors that warrant 
reconsideration of that decision. 
 
Item #4:   
 
Hypothetical accident scenarios, including intentionally destructive acts, are considered in 
Section 4.13 and Appendix F.   
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A.3 Public Comments on the Amended NOI and Responses  
 
This section provides comments received during the public comment period for the Amended NOI and 
the associated NNPP responses. 
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Mail Comment #1 to Amended NOI 
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Response to Mail Comment #1 to Amended NOI 
 

Responses to Sandra Blazius’ comments follow: 
 
Item #1:   
 
The commenter’s support of the proposed action is noted.   
 
Item #2:   
 
The incident with the six leaking canisters did not occur at NRF.  Dry storage in canisters is outside 
the scope of this EIS; dry storage container systems for management of naval spent nuclear fuel were 
evaluated in DOE 1996.  Canisters are made of corrosion-resistant material and backfilled with an 
inert gas.  Therefore, they are not susceptible to the problems identified by the commenter.  
Appendix F provides an evaluation of routine naval spent nuclear fuel handling operations and 
hypothetical accident scenarios associated with radiological aspects of the recapitalization of naval 
spent nuclear fuel handling capabilities. 
 
Item #3:   
 
The analyses in Sections 4.6 and 4.13 account for variability in wind direction.    
 
Item #4:   
 
Section 3.4 discusses NRF groundwater monitoring for both chemical and radioactive contaminants.  
As discussed in Section 4.4, no radiological effluent would be discharged to the Snake River Plain 
Aquifer.  No wastewater or storm water would be discharged to waters of the U.S. 
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Mail Comment #2 to Amended NOI 
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Response to Mail Comment #2 to Amended NOI 
 

Item #1:   
 
The NNPP will continue to work with the DOE to determine how existing and planned DOE 
capabilities can support NNPP’s nuclear fuels and material examination needs.   
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E-Mail Comment #1 to Amended NOI 
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Response to E-Mail Comment #1 to Amended NOI 
 

This e-mail is not relevant to the EIS and does not require a response. 
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E-Mail Comment #2 on Amended NOI 
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Response to E-Mail Comment #2 to Amended NOI 
 
Responses to the Snake River Alliance’s comments are provided below.  Comments originally 
provided on September 3, 2010, although not attached here, are addressed in the response to  
E-Mail Comment #7.  
 
Item #1:   
 
The NNPP sought a funding level of approximately $60M in fiscal year (FY) 2012 to support the 
recapitalization of naval spent nuclear fuel capabilities.  Budget reductions in FY 2012 resulted in a 
50 percent reduction to approximately $30M.  This reduction left a limited amount of resources used 
to progress the recapitalization of naval spent nuclear fuel handling at a slower pace than originally 
planned.  Furthermore, the Budget Control Act of 2011 (Pub. L. 112-25, August 2, 2011) and the 
November 21, 2011 announcement by the Joint Select Committee on Deficit Reduction further 
indicated at least a decade of significant across-the-board constraints on the federal budget.  These 
indicators suggested that sufficient resources would not be available to concurrently progress the 
recapitalization of examination capabilities. 
 
Item #2:   
 
The decision to limit the scope of the EIS was made in December 2011.  However, the decision on the 
EIS scope has no impact on DOE 2011a for the reasons described in the response to Item 6, below. 
 
Item #3:   
 
The NNPP believes that the funding picture for the recapitalization of naval spent nuclear fuel 
handling capabilities will be clarified in FY 2015.  Until then, the NNPP cannot reasonably project 
when resources might become available for examination recapitalization conceptual design work. 
 
Item #4:   
 
The environmental impacts of operating the current examination infrastructure without overhaul or 
recapitalization are reflected in the Chapter 3 discussion of the affected environment.  In the absence 
of a recapitalization or overhaul project, the NNPP would maintain the examinations infrastructure to 
ensure continued effective protection of workers, the public, and the environment. 
 
Item #5:   
 
The NNPP expects to continue to fully utilize the examination capacity available at ECF for the 
foreseeable future.  The current in-service conditions experienced by naval nuclear fuel, including its 
extended use, are more demanding than in the past.  The designs of naval nuclear fuel systems 
continue to evolve and some desirable performance characteristics (e.g., a life-of-the-ship fuel design 
for aircraft carriers) have not yet been achieved.  The continuing comprehensive program of 
examining all naval spent nuclear fuel provides information that validates naval nuclear fuel designs 
and performance models.  This validation is essential to support resolution of emergent fleet 
problems, further refinement of the models, and development of the next generation of naval nuclear 
fuel designs.  The aging of the examinations infrastructure may lead to temporary reductions or 
interruptions in planned examination activity to allow repair or replacement of failed equipment or 
systems. 
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Item #6:   
 
The size of the NRF waste stream to the replacement remote-handled low level waste facility at the 
INL is unaffected by the pace of examination work.  Approximately 98 percent of the waste disposed 
at that facility is related to the processing of spent fuel for dry storage and disposal. 
 
Item #7:    
 
The recapitalization of naval spent nuclear fuel handling capabilities is planned to be funded through 
the DOE. 
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APPENDIX B 
 

CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION LETTERS 

 
This appendix provides documentation of consultation with federal, tribal, and state agencies on the 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Recapitalization of Infrastructure Supporting Naval 
Spent Nuclear Fuel Handling at the Idaho National Laboratory (INL).  Letters documenting 
consultation between the Naval Reactors (NR) Idaho Branch Office (IBO) and the United States Fish 
and Wildlife Service (USFWS) on threatened and endangered species are provided in Section B.1.  
Letters documenting meetings and consultation between NR, IBO, and the State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO) are provided in Section B.2.  Letters documenting meetings and consultation between 
NR, IBO, and the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes are provided in Section B.3.  Letters documenting 
meetings and consultation between IBO, the Idaho Department of Environmental Quality (IDEQ), 
National Park Service (NPS), and Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) are provided in Section 
B.4. 

 
 

Table B-1: Consultation and Coordination Letters 
 

Agency Subject Date Page 

B.1 Threatened and Endangered Species Consultation 

IBO 
Request for Informal Consultation on the Determination of 
Impact on Federally Listed Species and Their Designated 
Critical Habitat 

12/12/2012 B-5 

USFWS 
Re: Determination of Impact on Federally Listed Species and 
Their Designated Critical Habitat 

1/22/2013 B-11 

B.2 National Historic Preservation Act Consultation 

NR Draft Cultural Resources Report 6/22/2011 B-17 

SHPO Re: Draft Cultural Resources Report 7/15/2011 B-21 

IBO Cultural Resource Investigations 4/30/2013 B-23 

SHPO Re: Cultural Resource Investigations 6/4/2013 B-29 

IBO Meeting with the SHPO on the Mitigation Action Plan (MAP) 6/8/2016 B-31 

B.3 Tribal Government Consultation 

NR Draft Cultural Resources Report (Fort Hall Business Council) 6/22/2011 B-35 

IBO Cultural Resource Investigations (Fort Hall Business Council) 4/30/2013 B-39 

IBO Cultural Resource Investigations (Heritage Tribal Office) 4/30/2013 B-45 

IBO Cultural Resource Investigations: Meeting Minutes 6/9/2014 B-51 

B.4 Other Coordination 

IBO Non-Radiological Air Quality Modeling 4/4/2013 B-73 

IDEQ DEQ Review of Non-Radiological Air Quality Modeling 8/2/2013 B-79 
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Table B-1: Consultation and Coordination Letters (cont.) 
 

Agency Subject Date Page 

IBO 
Documentation of Changes to Non-Radiological Air Quality 
Modeling 

3/11/2014 B-89 

IBO 
Revised Construction Emissions and Air Quality Modeling 
Protocols 

2/18/2016 B-93 

IDEQ Review of Draft EIS 4/27/2016 B-97 

IBO Non-Radiological Air Quality Modeling 4/4/2013 B-99 

NPS Re: Non-Radiological Air Quality Modeling 7/11/2013 B-105 

IBO 
Revised Construction Emissions and Air Quality Modeling 
Protocols 

2/18/2016 B-109 

IBO Revised Construction Air Quality Analyses 3/25/2016 B-113 

NPS 
National Park Service Comments on the Revised Construction 
Air Quality Analysis 

4/20/2016 B-117 

IBO Meeting with the EPA 6/17/2016 B-119 
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B.1 Threatened and Endangered Species Consultation   
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B.2 National Historic Preservation Act Consultation 
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B.3 Tribal Government Consultation 
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TRANSMITTED VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL - NO HARDCOPY TO FOLLOW 

 

 

N3615 (2350) 

 

April 20, 2016 

 

 

Memorandum 

 

To: Mr. James S. Mathus, Compliance Program Manager, Naval Reactors Laboratory Field 

Office 

 

From:  Andrea Stacy, Environmental Protection Specialist Air Resources Division, National Park 

Service 

 

Subject:  National Park Service Comments on the Revised Construction Air Quality Analysis, 

DOE/EIS-0453-F, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Recapitalization of 

Infrastructure Supporting Naval Spent Nuclear Fuel Handling, U.S. Department of Energy 

Naval Nuclear Propulsion Program, June 2015. 

 

We appreciate the DOE’s efforts to address potential impacts to units of the National Park System 

from the Idaho National Laboratory’s (INL) recapitalization construction project and the recent 

modifications to the proposed on-site batch plant.  We also appreciate the opportunity to provide 

early input to the revised air quality impact analysis.  The air quality modeling analysis calculated 

the impacts from the construction project (in several phases) to the Class I increments at Craters of 

the Moon National Monument (NM), Yellowstone National Park (NP), and Grand Tetons NP.  The 

air quality analysis also calculated the potential near-field visibility impacts by assessing the 

likelihood of a visible coherent plume at Craters of the Moon NM under worst-case meteorological 

conditions. 

 

Our review of the long range CALPUFF modeling indicates that the impacts to the Prevention of 

Significant Deterioration Class I increments are far below the allowable increments for sulfur 

dioxide, nitrogen dioxide, and PM10 and PM2.5 for all averaging periods at Craters of the Moon 

National Monument (NM), Yellowstone National Park (NP), and Grand Tetons NP.  The Level 2 

visible plume analysis with the EPA VISCREEN model indicates that there should be no visible 

plume impacts at Craters of the Moon NM.  Accordingly, the NPS does not believe that this project 

will result in significant impacts to air quality or any AQRVs in the nearby parks.   

United States Department of the Interior 
 

 NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
 Air Resources Division 
 P.O. Box 25287 
 Denver, CO  80225-0287   
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The NPS review of the revised modeling assessment and has confirmed that: 

 

1. The analysis followed modeling recommendations in the FLAG document; 

 

2. The distribution of emissions into individual non-concurrent project phases is appropriate 

for modeling purposes;  

 

3. The modeled impacts are below NPS thresholds of concern, and therefore, the project is 

unlikely to significantly impact air quality or Air Quality Related Values (AQRVs) in the 

nearby NPS units;  

 

4. Additional air quality modeling for the remaining project phases is not necessary in the 

revised EIS assuming the phases previously modeled represent worst-case emissions.   

 

5. NPS conclusion are contingent on assurances that air emission assumptions used in the 

modeling analysis will be incorporated into the Record of Decision as mitigation 

requirements (i.e.,  Tier 4 engines for diesel generators at the concrete batch plants). 

 

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the Recapitalization of Infrastructure 

Supporting Naval Spent Nuclear Fuel Handling construction project.  Unless the project design or 

analysis parameters change significantly, we do not believe further NPS involvement in the air 

analysis component of this project is necessary.   If you have any questions or would like to discuss 

these comments, please feel free to contact Andrea Stacy at 303-969-2816, or John Notar at 303-

969-2079. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

cc: 

John Notar, ARD NPS 

Susan Johnson, ARD NPS 



DOE/EIS-0453-F - Recapitalization of Infrastructure Supporting Naval Spent Nuclear Fuel Handling 

 
 

 
B-119 

 



DOE/EIS-0453-F - Recapitalization of Infrastructure Supporting Naval Spent Nuclear Fuel Handling 

 
 

 
B-120 

  



DOE/EIS-0453-F - Recapitalization of Infrastructure Supporting Naval Spent Nuclear Fuel Handling 

 
 

 
B-121 

 



DOE/EIS-0453-F - Recapitalization of Infrastructure Supporting Naval Spent Nuclear Fuel Handling 

 
 

 
B-122 

  



DOE/EIS-0453-F - Recapitalization of Infrastructure Supporting Naval Spent Nuclear Fuel Handling 

 
 

 
C-1 

APPENDIX C 
 

APPLICABLE LAWS, REGULATIONS, AND REQUIREMENTS 
 

This Appendix describes the laws, regulations, and other requirements that could potentially apply to 
the proposed action.  Federal laws and regulations are summarized in Section C.2; Executive Orders 
(EOs) in Section C.3; United States (U.S.) Department of Energy (DOE) regulations and orders in 
Section C.4; and state environmental laws, regulations, and agreements in Section C.5.  Emergency 
management and response laws, regulations, and EOs are discussed in Section C.6.  Potentially 
applicable permitting and approval requirements are discussed in Section C.7. 

 
C.1 Introduction 
 
There are a number of federal environmental laws, EOs, and DOE Directives that affect 
environmental protection, health, safety, compliance, and consultation at the Idaho National 
Laboratory (INL).  In some cases, the Naval Nuclear Propulsion Program (NNPP), as a 
semi-autonomous organization within the DOE, has sole authority to take action (e.g., under the 
Atomic Energy Act (AEA)).  In other cases, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has 
authority to regulate; in others, EPA has delegated its authority to regulate to the state of Idaho (e.g., 
under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)).  In still other cases, state law applies.  
The major federal and state laws and regulations, EOs, and other requirements that currently apply or 
may apply in the future to the actions evaluated in this Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) are 
briefly discussed in the following sections.  
 
C.2 Applicable Federal Laws and Regulations 
 
Federal environmental, safety, and health laws and regulations that could apply to the proposed 
action are discussed in this section. 
 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended (42 U.S.C. § 4321 et seq.).  The National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) establishes a national policy promoting awareness of the 
environmental consequences of human activity on the environment and consideration of 
environmental impacts during the planning and decision-making stages of a project.  It requires 
federal agencies to prepare an EIS for major federal actions with potentially significant environmental 
impacts on the human environment.  This EIS has been prepared in accordance with NEPA 
requirements, Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 C.F.R. § 1500 et seq.), and 
DOE provisions for implementing the procedural requirements of NEPA (10 C.F.R. § 1021, DOE 
Order 451.1B).  Reasonable alternatives and their potential environmental impacts are discussed. 
 
Clean Air Act of 1970, as amended (42 U.S.C. § 7401 et seq.).  The Clean Air Act (CAA) is 
intended to “protect and enhance the quality of the Nation’s air resources so as to promote the public 
health and welfare and the productive capacity of its population.”  Section 118 of the CAA 
(42 U.S.C. § 7418) requires that each federal agency with jurisdiction over any property or facility 
engaged in any activity that might result in the discharge of air pollutants comply with “all federal, 
state, interstate, and local requirements with regard to the control and abatement of air pollution.”   
 
The CAA requires: (1) EPA to establish National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) as 
necessary to protect the public health, with an adequate margin of safety, from any known or 
anticipated adverse effects of a regulated pollutant (42 U.S.C. § 7409 et seq.); (2) establishment of 
national standards of performance for new or modified stationary sources of atmospheric pollutants 
(42 U.S.C. § 7411); (3) specific emission increases to be evaluated so as to prevent a significant 
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deterioration in air quality (42 U.S.C. § 7470 et seq.); and (4) specific standards for releases of 
hazardous air pollutants (including radionuclides) (42 U.S.C. § 7412).  In Idaho, these standards are 
implemented through regulations and plans developed by the state with EPA approval.  The CAA 
requires sources to meet standards and obtain permits to satisfy those standards.   
 
Emissions of air pollutants are regulated by EPA under 40 C.F.R. § 50 through 99.  Radionuclide 
emissions from DOE facilities are regulated under the National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air 
Pollutants (NESHAP) Program under 40 C.F.R. § 61.   
 
Safe Drinking Water Act of 1974, as amended (42 U.S.C. § 300(f) et seq.).  The primary objective 
of the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) is to protect the quality of public drinking water supplies and 
sources of drinking water.  The implementing regulations, delegated to the state of Idaho by EPA, 
establish standards applicable to public water systems.  These regulations include maximum 
contaminant levels (including those for radioactivity) in public water systems, which are defined as 
water systems that have at least 15 service connections used by year-round residents or regularly 
serve at least 25 year-round residents.  The EPA regulations implementing the SDWA are found in 
40 C.F.R. § 100 through 149.   
 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968 (16 U.S.C § 1271 - 1287).  The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 
establishes a National Wild and Scenic Rivers System and prescribes the method and standards 
through which additional rivers may be identified and added to the system.  The list of rivers in the 
system are identified in 16 U.S.C § 1274. 
 
Atomic Energy Act of 1954 (42 U.S.C. § 2011 et seq.).  Under the AEA, DOE is authorized to 
establish standards to protect health or minimize dangers to life or property for activities under DOE’s 
jurisdiction.  Through a series of DOE Orders, a system of standards and requirements has been 
established to ensure safe design and operation of DOE facilities.  For activities at the Naval Reactors 
Facility (NRF), this authority within DOE is assigned to the NNPP by the National Nuclear Security 
Administration Act (50 USC § 2401 et seq.). 
 
Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Act of 1980, as amended (42 U.S.C. § 2021 et seq.).  The 
Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Act amended the AEA to specify that the federal government is 
responsible for disposal of low-level radioactive waste generated by its activities.   
 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980, as 
amended (42 U.S.C. § 9601 et seq.).  The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, 
and Liability Act (CERCLA) is designed to promote the cleanup of hazardous waste sites.  Among 
other things, CERCLA requires that federal agencies investigate and clean up contamination at their 
facilities.  Federal facilities that are significantly contaminated may be placed on the CERCLA National 
Priorities List (NPL).  For such facilities, CERCLA requires that EPA and the federal facility enter into 
an interagency agreement to cover the cleanup.  States are often included as signatories to those 
agreements. 
 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976, as amended (42 U.S.C. § 6901 et seq.).  The 
Solid Waste Disposal Act of 1965, as amended, governs the transportation, treatment, storage, and 
disposal of hazardous and non-hazardous waste.  Under RCRA of 1976 that amended the Solid 
Waste Disposal Act of 1965, EPA defines and identifies hazardous waste; establishes standards for 
its transportation, treatment, storage, and disposal; and requires permits for persons engaged in 
hazardous waste activities.  Section 3006 of RCRA (42 U.S.C. § 6926) allows states to establish and 
administer these permit programs with EPA approval.  The EPA regulations implementing RCRA are 
found in 40 C.F.R. § 260 through 283.  Regulations imposed on a generator or on a treatment, 
storage, and/or disposal facility vary according to the type and quantity of material or waste 
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generated, treated, stored, and/or disposed.  The method of treatment, storage, and/or disposal also 
impacts the extent and complexity of the requirements. 
 
Federal Facility Compliance Act of 1992 (42 U.S.C. § 6961 et seq.).  This act requires DOE to 
prepare treatment plans for sites which generate or store mixed wastes; mixed wastes contain 
chemically hazardous and radioactive constituents.  The Federal Facility Compliance Act (FFCA) 
requires Site Treatment Plans to be submitted to the regulatory state or EPA for approval.   
 
Hazardous Material Transportation Act of 1975 (49 U.S.C. § 5105 et seq.).  Transportation of 
hazardous and radioactive materials and substances is governed by the Department of Transportation 
(DOT).  The Hazardous Material Transportation Act requires DOT to prescribe uniform national 
regulations for transportation of hazardous materials (including radioactive materials).  Most state and 
local regulations regarding such transportation that are not substantively the same as DOT 
regulations are preempted (i.e., rendered void) (49 U.S.C. § 5125).  In effect, this allows state and 
local governments to enforce the federal regulations, not to change or expand upon them.   
 
This program is administered by the DOT Research and Special Programs Administration, which 
coordinates its regulations with those of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) (under the AEA) 
and EPA (under RCRA) when covering the same activities.  
 
DOT regulations (found in 49 C.F.R. § 171 through 178, and 49 C.F.R. § 383 through 397) contain 
requirements for identifying a material as hazardous or radioactive.  These regulations interface with 
the NRC regulations for identifying material, but DOT hazardous material regulations govern the 
hazard communication (e.g., marking, hazard labeling, vehicle placarding, and emergency response 
telephone number) and shipping requirements.  
 
The NRC regulations applicable to radioactive materials transportation are found in 10 C.F.R. § 71.  
These regulations include detailed packaging design certification testing requirements.  Complete 
documentation of design and safety analysis and the results of the required testing are submitted to 
NRC to certify the packaging for use.  This certification testing involves the following components: 
heat, free drop onto an unyielding surface, immersion in water, puncture by dropping the package 
onto a steel bar, and gas tightness.  EPA regulations governing off-site transportation of hazardous 
waste are found at 40 C.F.R. § 262. 
 
Pollution Prevention Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. § 13101 et seq.).  The Pollution Prevention Act 
establishes a national policy for waste management and pollution control.  Source reduction is given 
first preference, followed by environmentally safe recycling, with disposal or releases to the 
environment as a last resort.  Oil pollution prevention regulations (40 C.F.R. § 112) establish 
procedures to prevent the discharge of oil and require preparation and implementation of spill 
prevention, control, and countermeasures plans.   
 
Toxic Substances Control Act of 1976 (15 U.S.C. § 2601 et seq.).  The Toxic Substances Control 
Act (TSCA) provides EPA with the authority to require testing of chemical substances entering the 
environment and to regulate them as necessary.  EPA is also authorized to impose limitations on the 
use and disposal of polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) which are found at 40 C.F.R. § 761. 
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National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (16 U.S.C. § 470 et seq.).  The National 
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) provides that sites with significant national historic value be placed 
on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).  This register is maintained by the Secretary of 
the Interior.  The major provisions of the NHPA for DOE consideration are Sections 106 and 110.  
Both sections aim to ensure that historic properties are appropriately considered in planning federal 
initiatives and actions.  Section 106 is a specific, issue-related mandate to which federal agencies 
must adhere.  It is a reactive mechanism driven by a federal action.  Section 110, in contrast, sets out 
broad federal agency responsibilities with respect to historic properties.  It is a proactive mechanism 
with emphasis on ongoing management of historic preservation sites and activities at federal facilities.  
No permits or certifications are required under the NHPA.   
 
Section 106 requires the head of any federal agency having direct or indirect jurisdiction over a 
proposed federal or federally assisted undertaking to ensure compliance with the provisions of the 
NHPA.  It compels federal agencies to “take into account” the effect of their projects on historical and 
archaeological resources and to give the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation the opportunity to 
comment on such effects.  Section 106 mandates consultation during federal actions if the 
undertaking has the potential to affect a historic property.  This consultation normally involves State 
and/or Tribal Historic Preservation Officers and may include other organizations and individuals such 
as local governments, Native American tribes, and Native Hawaiian organizations.  If an adverse 
effect is found, the consultation often ends with the execution of a memorandum of agreement that 
states how the adverse effect will be resolved.   
 
The regulations implementing Section 106 are found at 30 C.F.R. § 800. 
 
Antiquities Act of 1906, as amended (16 U.S.C. § 431 to 433).  This act protects historic and 
prehistoric ruins, monuments, and antiquities, including paleontological resources, on federally 
controlled lands from appropriation, excavation, injury, and destruction without permission.   
 
Historic Site Act of 1935 (16 U.S.C. § 461 to 467).  This act establishes national policy to preserve 
for public use historic sites, buildings, and objects of national significance for the inspiration and 
benefit of the people of the U.S.   
 
Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act of 1960, as amended (16 U.S.C. § 469 to 469c).  
This act protects sites that have historic or prehistoric importance that might otherwise be lost or 
destroyed as a result of federal actions. 
 
Archaeological and Resources Protection Act of 1979, as amended (16 U.S.C. § 470 et seq.).  
This act requires a permit for any excavation or removal of archaeological resources from federal or 
Native American lands.  Excavations must be undertaken for the purpose of furthering archaeological 
knowledge in the public interest, and resources removed remain the property of the U.S.  The law 
requires that whenever any federal agency finds that its activities may cause irreparable loss or 
destruction of significant scientific, prehistoric, or archaeological data, the agency must notify the U.S. 
Department of the Interior (DOI) and may request that the Department undertake the recovery, 
protection, and preservation of such data.  Consent must be obtained from the Native American tribe 
or the federal agency having authority over the land on which a resource is located before issuance of 
a permit; the permit must contain the terms and conditions requested by the tribe or federal agency.   
 
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. § 1531 et seq.).  The Endangered 
Species Act (ESA) is intended to prevent the further decline of endangered and threatened species 
and to restore those species and their critical habitats.  Section 7 of the ESA requires federal 
agencies having reason to believe that a prospective action may affect an endangered or threatened 
species or its critical habitat to consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) or the 
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National Marine Fisheries Service to ensure that the action does not jeopardize the species or destroy 
its habitat (50 C.F.R. § 17).  Despite reasonable and prudent measures to avoid or minimize such 
impacts, if the species or its habitat would be jeopardized by the action, a formal review process is 
specified.   
 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918, as amended (16 U.S.C. § 703 et seq.).  The Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act, as amended, is intended to protect birds that have common migration patterns between 
the U.S. and Canada, Mexico, Japan, and Russia.  Under this act, taking, killing, or possessing 
migratory birds is unlawful unless and except as permitted by regulation.   
 
Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. § 668 through 668d).  
The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act, as amended, makes it unlawful to take, pursue, molest, or 
disturb bald (American) and golden eagles, their nests, or their eggs anywhere in the U.S.  A permit 
must be obtained from the DOI to relocate a nest that interferes with resource development or 
recovery operations.   
 
Federal Noxious Weed Act of 1974, as amended (7 U.S.C. § 2801 through 2814).  This act 
provides for control and management of non-indigenous weeds that injure or have the potential to 
injure the interests of agriculture and commerce, wildlife resources, or the public health.  Federal 
agencies are required to develop management programs to control undesirable plants on federal 
lands under the agency’s jurisdiction.   
 
American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978 (42 U.S.C. 1996).  This act reaffirms American 
Indian religious freedom under the First Amendment and sets U.S. policy to protect and preserve the 
inherent and constitutional right of American Indians to believe, express, and exercise their traditional 
religions.  This act requires that federal actions avoid interfering with access to sacred locations and 
traditional resources that are integral to the practice of tribal religions. 
 
Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990 (25 U.S.C. § 3001).  This act 
establishes a means for Native Americans to request the return or repatriation of human remains and 
other cultural items presently held by federal agencies or federally assisted museums or institutions.  
This act also contains provisions regarding the intentional excavation and removal of, inadvertent 
discovery of, and illegal trafficking in Native American human remains and cultural items.  Major 
actions under this law include: (a) establishing a review committee with monitoring and policymaking 
responsibilities; (b) developing regulations for repatriation, including procedures for identifying lineal 
descent or cultural affiliation needed for claims; (c) providing oversight of museum programs designed 
to meet the inventory requirements and deadlines of this law; and (d) developing procedures to 
handle unexpected discoveries of graves or grave goods during activities on federal or tribal lands.  
All federal agencies that manage land and/or are responsible for archaeological collections obtained 
from their lands or generated by their activities must comply with this act.   
 
Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970 (29 U.S.C. § 651 et seq.).  The Occupational Safety 
and Health Act establishes standards for safe and healthful working conditions in places of 
employment throughout the U.S.  This act is administered and enforced by the Occupational Safety 
and Health Administration (OSHA), a U.S. Department of Labor agency.  Section 4(b)(1) of this act 
exempts DOE and its contractors from the occupational safety requirements of OSHA.  However, the 
DOE and NNPP have established their own occupational safety and health programs for facilities and 
activities authorized pursuant the AEA as provided in 42 U.S.C.§ 2201.  The standards under these 
programs are generally consistent with those prescribed by OSHA. 
 
Noise Control Act of 1972, as amended (42 U.S.C. § 4901 et seq.).  Section 4 of the Noise Control 
Act of 1972, as amended, directs all federal agencies to carry out “to the fullest extent within their 
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authority” programs within their jurisdictions in a manner that furthers a national policy of promoting an 
environment free from noise that jeopardizes health and welfare.   
 
Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 (42 U.S.C. § 17001 et seq.).  This act sets federal 
energy management requirements in several areas including: energy reduction goals for federal 
buildings; facility management/benchmarking; performance and standards for new buildings, major 
renovations, and high-performance buildings; energy savings performance contracts; metering; 
energy-efficient product procurement; Office of Management and Budget reporting; and reductions in 
petroleum use/increases in alternative fuel uses. 
 
C.3 Applicable Executive Orders 
 
Executive Order 11514 (Protection and Enhancement of Environmental Quality, March 5, 1970, 
as amended by Executive Order 11991, May 24, 1977).  This Order requires federal agencies to 
continually monitor and control their activities to: (1) protect and enhance the quality of the 
environment, and (2) develop procedures to ensure the fullest practicable provision of timely public 
information and understanding of the federal plans and programs that may have potential 
environmental impacts so that the views of interested parties can be obtained.   
 
Executive Order 11593 (National Historic Preservation, May 13, 1971).  This Order directs federal 
agencies to locate, inventory, and nominate qualified properties under their jurisdiction or control to 
the NRHP.  This process requires DOE to provide the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation the 
opportunity to comment on the possible impacts of the proposed activity on any potential eligible or 
listed resources. 
 
Executive Order 11988 (Floodplain Management, May 24, 1977).  This Order (implemented by 
DOE in 10 C.F.R. § 1022) requires federal agencies to establish procedures to ensure that the 
potential effects of flood hazards and floodplain management are considered for any action 
undertaken in a floodplain, and that floodplain impacts be avoided to the extent practicable.   
 
Executive Order 11990 (Protection of Wetlands, May 24, 1977).  This Order (implemented by DOE 
in 10 C.F.R. § 1022) requires federal agencies to avoid any short-term or long-term adverse impacts 
on wetlands wherever there is a practicable alternative.  Each agency must also provide opportunity 
for early public review of any plans or proposals for new construction in wetlands. 
 
Executive Order 12088 (Federal Compliance with Pollution Control Standards, October 13, 
1978, as amended by Executive Order 12580, Superfund Implementation, January 23, 1987).  
This Order directs federal agencies to comply with applicable administrative and procedural pollution 
control standards established by, but not limited to, the CAA, Noise Control Act, Clean Water Act, 
SDWA, TSCA, and RCRA.   
 
Executive Order 12344 (Naval Nuclear Propulsion Program, February 1, 1982) (codified under 
50 U.S.C. § 2406 and 2511).  This Order sets forth the authorities and responsibilities of the NNPP as 
an integrated program of the U.S. Department of Navy and the DOE. 
   
Executive Order 12699 (Seismic Safety of Federal and Federally Assisted or Regulated New 
Building Construction, January 5, 1990, as amended by Executive Order 13289, February 28, 
2003).  This Order requires federal agencies to reduce risks to occupants of buildings owned, leased, 
or purchased by the federal government or buildings constructed with federal assistance and to 
persons who would be affected by failures of federal buildings in earthquakes; to improve the 
capability of existing federal buildings to function during or after an earthquake; and to reduce 
earthquake losses of public buildings, all in a cost-effective manner.  Each federal agency responsible 
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for the design and construction of a federal building shall ensure that the building is designed and 
constructed in accordance with appropriate seismic design and construction standards. 
 
Executive Order 12898 (Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low-Income Populations, February 11, 1994, as amended by Executive Order 
12948, January 30, 1995).  This Order requires each federal agency to identify and address 
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, 
and activities on minority and low-income populations. 
 
Executive Order 13007 (Indian Sacred Sites, May 24, 1996).  To the extent practicable, permitted 
by law, and not clearly inconsistent with essential agency functions, this Order requires federal 
agencies with statutory or administrative responsibility for the management of federal lands to 
(1) accommodate access to and ceremonial use of Indian sacred sites by Indian religious 
practitioners, and (2) avoid adversely affecting the physical integrity of such sacred sites.  Where 
appropriate, agencies are also required to maintain the confidentiality of sacred sites.  
 
Executive Order 13045 (Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety 
Risks, April 21, 1997, as amended by Executive Order 13296, April 18, 2003).  This Order 
requires each federal agency to make it a high priority to identify and assess environmental health 
risks and safety risks that may disproportionately affect children and to ensure that its policies, 
programs, activities, and standards address disproportionate environmental health or safety risks to 
children.   
 
Executive Order 13112 (Invasive Species, February 3, 1999).  This Order directs federal agency 
action to prevent the introduction of invasive species and provide for their control and to minimize the 
economic, ecological, and human health impacts that invasive species cause. 
 
Executive Order 13175 (Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments, 
November 6, 2000).  This Order directs federal agency action to establish regular and meaningful 
consultation and collaboration with Indian tribal governments in the development of regulatory 
practices that significantly affect their communities; strengthen the U.S. government-to-government 
relationship with Indian tribes, and reduce the imposition of unfunded mandates upon Indian tribes. 
    
Executive Order 13186 (Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to Protect Migratory Birds, 
January 10, 2001).  This Order imposes requirements on federal agencies for those activities that 
have or are likely to have a measurable negative effect on migratory bird populations. 
 
Executive Order 13693 (Planning for Federal Sustainability in the Next Decade, March 19, 
2015).  This Order continues the U.S. policy that agencies shall increase energy efficiency and 
improve their environmental performance.  The strategy for the next decade calls for expanded and 
updated Federal environmental performance goals with a clear overarching objective of reducing 
greenhouse gas emissions.  It directs each agency to propose percentage reduction targets for 
agency-wide reduction of greenhouse gas emission in absolute terms by the end of fiscal year 2025 
relative to a fiscal year 2008 baseline and to support preparations for the impacts of climate change.  
Federal environmental performance goals are established to promote building energy conservation, 
efficiency, and management; improve agency water use efficiency and management; improve agency 
fleet and vehicle efficiency and management; promote sustainable acquisition and procurement; 
advance waste prevention and pollution prevention; and promote electronics stewardship.  
 
Executive Order 13728 (Wildland-Urban Interface Federal Risk Mitigation, May 18, 2016).  This 
Order directs agencies to take proactive steps to enhance the resilience of buildings that are owned 
by the Federal Government and are located on Federal land.  The order directs agencies to ensure 



DOE/EIS-0453-F - Recapitalization of Infrastructure Supporting Naval Spent Nuclear Fuel Handling 

 
 

 
C-8 

that every new Federal building above 5,000 gross square feet on Federal land within the 
wildland-urban interface at moderate or greater wildfire risk for which the agency has not completed 
design is in compliance with the 2015 edition of the International Wildland-Urban Interface Code 
promulgated by the International Code Council, or an equivalent code. 
 
C.4 Potentially Applicable DOE Regulations and Orders 

 
The AEA of 1954, as amended, authorizes DOE to prescribe such regulations and orders as it deems 
necessary to govern any activity authorized pursuant to the AEA, including standards and restrictions 
governing the design, location, and operation of facilities used in the conduct of such activities in order 
to protect health and to minimize the dangers to life or property.   
 
DOE regulations are found in 10 C.F.R.  For the purpose of this EIS, relevant regulations include 
“Nuclear Safety Management” (10 C.F.R. § 830), “Occupational Radiation Protection” 
(10 .F.R. § 835), “Compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act” (10 C.F.R. § 1021), and 
“Compliance with Floodplains/Wetlands Environmental Review Requirements” (10 C.F.R. § 1022).   
 
DOE Orders are a part of a system of departmental directives which establish, communicate, and 
institutionalize policies, requirements, and procedures across the DOE and its contractors.  The DOE 
Orders potentially applicable to the proposed action are listed in Table C-1. 
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Table C-1: DOE Orders and Directives Potentially Applicable to the Proposed Action 

DOE Order/Number Subject Date 

O 413.3B 
Program and Project Management for the 
Acquisition of Capital Assets 

Change 2 - May 12, 2016 

O 420.1C Facility Safety December 4, 2012 

O 433.1B 
Maintenance Management Program for 
DOE Nuclear Facilities 

April 21, 2010 

O 435.1 Radioactive Waste Management Change 1 - August 28, 2001 

O 436.1 Departmental Sustainability May 2, 2011 

O 440.1B 
Worker Protection Management for DOE 
(Including the National Nuclear Security 
Administration) Federal Employees 

Change 1 - August 21, 2012 

O 450.1A Environmental Protection Program June 4, 2008 

O 450.2 Integrated Safety Management April 15, 2011 

O 451.1B 
National Environmental Policy Act 
Compliance Program 

Change 2 - June 25, 2010 

O 458.1 
Radiation Protection of the Public and the 
Environment 

Change 2 – June 6, 2011 

O 460.1C Packaging and Transportation Safety May 14, 2010 

O 460.2A 
Departmental Materials Transportation 
and Packaging Management 

December 22, 2004 

O 144.1 
Department of Energy American Indian 
Tribal Government Interaction and Policy 

November 6, 2009 

O 410.2 Management of Nuclear Materials August 17, 2009 

O 151.1C Comprehensive Emergency Management November 11, 2005 

O 225.1B Accident Investigations March 4, 2011 

O 231.1B 
Environment, Safety, and Health 
Reporting 

June 27, 2011 

O 243.1A Records Management Program November 7, 2011 

O 414.1D Quality Assurance April 25, 2011 

 
C.5 State Environmental Laws, Regulations, and Agreements 
 
Certain environmental requirements, including some discussed in Section C.3, have been delegated 
to state authorities for implementation and enforcement.  A list of potentially applicable Idaho state 
environmental laws, regulations, and tribal agreements is provided in Table C-2. 
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Table C-2: Potentially Applicable State Environmental Laws, Regulations, and Tribal 
Agreements 

Law/Regulation/Agreement Citation Requirements 

Idaho Environmental 
Protection and Health Act 

Idaho Code (IC), Title 22, 
Agriculture and Horticulture, 
Chapter 24, Noxious Weeds 

Noxious weed monitoring plan 
is required. 

Idaho Environmental 
Protection and Health Act 

IC, Title 39, Health and Safety, 
Chapter 1, Department of Health 
and Welfare, Sections 39-105 

Provides for development of air 
pollution control permitting 
regulations. 

Rules for the Control of Air 
Pollution in Idaho 

Idaho Administrative Procedure 
Act (IDAPA) 58, Department of 
Environmental Quality, Title 1, 
Chapter 1 (58.01.01) 

Provides rules and permitting 
programs to control the 
emissions of air pollutants in 
Idaho. 

Idaho Water Pollution 
Control Act 

IC, Title 39, Chapter 36, Water 
Quality  

Establishes a program to 
enhance and preserve the 
quality and value of water 
resources. 

Water Quality Standards and 
Wastewater Treatment 
Requirements 

IDAPA 58.01  
Establishes water quality 
standards and wastewater 
treatment requirements. 

Transportation of Hazardous 
Waste 

IC, Title 18, Crimes and 
Punishment, Chapter 39, 
Highways and Bridges, Section 
18-3905; IC, Title 49, Motor 
Vehicles, Chapter 22, Hazardous 
Materials/Hazardous Waste 
Transportation Enforcement 

Regulates transportation of 
hazardous materials/hazardous 
waste on highways. 

Idaho Hazardous Waste 
Management Act 

IC, Title 39, Chapter 44, 
Hazardous Waste Management 

Requires proper controls for the 
management of solid and 
hazardous waste. 

Rules and Standards for 
Hazardous Waste 

IDAPA 58.01.05  
Requires proper controls for the 
management of solid and 
hazardous waste. 

Various Acts Regarding Fish 
and Game 

IC, Title 36, Fish and Game, 
Chapters 9, Protection of Fish, 
11, Protection of Animals and 
Birds, and 24, Species 
Conservation 

Establishes protection of wildlife 
from certain methods of take.  
Establishes species 
management plan 
requirements. 

Endangered Species Act 

IC, Title 67, State Government 
and State Affairs, Chapter 8, 
Executive and Administrative 
Officers, Section 67-818 

Establishes state responsibility 
and coordination of policy and 
programs related to threatened 
and endangered species. 

Rules for Classification and 
Protection of Wildlife 

IDAPA 13, Department of Fish 
and Game, 13.01.06 

Establishes authority for the 
Idaho Fish and Game 
Commission to adopt rules 
concerning the taking of wildlife 
species and classification of 
wildlife species. 
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Table C-2: Potentially Applicable State Environmental Laws, Regulations, and Tribal 
Agreements (cont.) 

Law/Regulation/Agreement Citation Requirements 

Idaho Historic Preservation 
Act 

IC, Title 67, Chapter 46, 
Preservation of Historic Sites 

Requires consultation with 
responsible local governing 
body. 

Agreement in Principle 
Between the  
Shoshone-Bannock Tribes 
and DOE 

December 3, 2007  
Establishes understanding and 
commitment between the Tribes 
and DOE. 

Settlement Agreement 
Among the State of Idaho, 
the DOE, and the Navy 

October 17, 1995, amended 
2008  

Allows Idaho National 
Engineering and Environmental 
Laboratory (INEEL) (now INL) 
to receive spent nuclear fuel 
and mixed waste from off-site 
and establishes schedules for 
the treatment of existing  
high-level radioactive waste, 
transuranic waste, and mixed 
waste, and the removal of spent 
nuclear fuel from the State. 

Federal Facility Agreement 
and Consent Order 

December 9, 1991 

Establishes a procedural 
framework for developing, 
prioritizing, implementing, and 
monitoring appropriate 
response actions at the INL in 
accordance with CERCLA, 
RCRA, and the Idaho 
Hazardous Waste Management 
Act. 

Idaho Site Treatment Plan 
and Consent Order for 
Federal Facility Compliance 
Plan 

November 1, 1995 - issued to 
INEEL (now INL) and Argonne 
National Laboratory-West (now 
Materials and Fuels Complex 
(MFC)) 

Addresses compliance with the 
FFCA and mixed waste 
treatment issues by 
implementing the INL Site 
Treatment Plan. 

 
C.6 Emergency Management and Response Laws, Regulations, and Executive Orders 
 
This section discusses the laws, regulations, and EOs that address the protection of public health and 
worker safety and require the establishment of emergency plans.  These laws, regulations, and EOs 
relate to the operation of facilities (including NNPP facilities) that engage directly or indirectly in the 
production of special nuclear material. 
 

C.6.1 Federal Emergency Management and Response Laws 
 
Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act of 1986 (U.S.C. § 11001 et seq.) (also 
known as “SARA Title III”).  Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act requires 
emergency planning and notice to communities and government agencies concerning the presence 
and release of specific chemicals.  EPA implements this act under regulations found in 
40 C.F.R. § 355, 370, and 372.  Under Subtitle A of this act, federal facilities are required to provide 
various information (such as inventories of specific chemicals used or stored and releases that occur 
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from these sites) to the state emergency response commission and to the local emergency planning 
committee to ensure that emergency plans are sufficient to respond to unplanned releases of 
hazardous substances.  Implementation of the provisions of this act began voluntarily in 1987, and 
inventory and annual emissions reporting began in 1988.  DOE requires compliance with Title III as a 
matter of DOE policy at its contractor-operated facilities 
 
Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act of 1988 (42 U.S.C. § 5121).  
This act, as amended, provides an orderly, continuing means of providing federal government 
assistance to state and local governments in managing their responsibilities to alleviate suffering and 
damage resulting from disasters.  The President, in response to a state governor’s request, may 
declare an “emergency” or “major disaster” to provide federal assistance under this act.  This act 
provides for the appointment of a federal coordinating officer who will operate in the designated area 
with a state coordinating officer for the purpose of coordinating state and local disaster assistance 
efforts with those of the federal government.  
 

C.6.2 Federal Emergency Management and Response Regulations  
 
Quantities of Radioactive Materials Requiring Consideration of the Need for an Emergency 
Plan for Responding to a Release (10 C.F.R. § 30.72, Schedule C).  This section of the regulations 
provides a list that is the basis for both the public and private sector to determine whether the 
radiological materials they handle must have an emergency response plan for unscheduled releases, 
and is one of the threshold criteria documents for DOE hazards assessments required by DOE 
Order 151.1, “Comprehensive Emergency Management System.”   
 
Executive Order 12656 (Assignment of Emergency Preparedness Responsibilities, 
November 18, 1988).  This Order assigns emergency preparedness responsibilities to federal 
departments and agencies.  For DOE nuclear facilities, these responsibilities are assigned to the 
DOE. 
 
C.7 Applicable Permitting and Approval Requirements 
 
The New Facility Alternative is the only alternative that would require new permits, permit 
modifications, or approvals.  Permits that have been identified as necessary for the New Facility 
Alternative are listed in Table C-3.  
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Table C-3: New Permits, Permit Modifications, or Approvals for the New Facility Alternative 

Permit, Modification or 
Approval 

Responsible Agency Regulation or Sources 

Permit to Construct a 
Non-Radionuclide Air Emissions 
Source 

Idaho Department of 
Environmental 
Quality (IDEQ) 

IDAPA 58.01.01 - Rules for the 
Control of Air Pollution in Idaho 

Amendment to Tier I Operating 
Permit1 

IDEQ 
IDAPA 58.01.01 - Rules for the 
Control of Air Pollution in Idaho 

Major Modification to Reuse Permit 
for Industrial Wastewater Facility2 

IDEQ 
IDAPA 58.01.17 - Recycled 
Water Rules 

Approval of Material Modification to 
Municipal Wastewater Treatment 
Facility3 

IDEQ 
IDAPA 58.01.16 - Wastewater 
Rules 

Approval of Simple Water Main 
Extension to Public Drinking Water 
System and/or Service Line 
Connection4,5 

IDEQ/IPB 

IDAPA 58.01.08 - Idaho Rules 
for Public Drinking Water 
Systems/Memorandum of 
Understanding between the IBP 
and IDEQ. 

Construction Permits: Electrical, 
Plumbing, and Heating, Ventilation, 
and Air-Conditioning (HVAC) 

Idaho Division of Building 
Safety 

IDAPA 07.01.01 
IDAPA 07.02.04 
IDAPA 07.07.01 

1 Only required for the New Facility Alternative if the contractors selected to provide concrete batch plant 
operations operate under Permit By Rule or a general Permit to Construct. 

2 Required for the New Facility Alternative from infrastructure changes necessary to get wastewater to the 
Industrial Waste Ditch 

3 A new municipal wastewater force main and additional service connections are required for the New Facility 
Alternative (Section 4.11).  The new force main is considered a “material modification” to the NRF sewage 
system. 

4 A water main extension would be necessary to connect the existing drinking water system to the new facility.  
The required connection would be considered a “simple water main extension” because it does not require the 
addition of system components designed to control quantity or pressure, including booster stations, new 
sources, pressure reducing stations, or reservoirs. 

5 Service line connection (from main to building) falls under the jurisdiction of the Idaho Division of Building 
Safety – Plumbing Bureau (IPB). 

 
  



DOE/EIS-0453-F - Recapitalization of Infrastructure Supporting Naval Spent Nuclear Fuel Handling 

 
 

 
C-14 

 



DOE/EIS-0453-F - Recapitalization of Infrastructure Supporting Naval Spent Nuclear Fuel Handling 

 
 

 
D-1 

APPENDIX D 
 

SUMMARY OF CULTURAL RESOURCE INVESTIGATIONS 

 
D.1 Introduction 
 
This Appendix documents a summary of the cultural resource investigations conducted to support the 
evaluation of impacts from the proposed action.  This information was provided to the Idaho State 
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) and the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes as documented in Appendix B 
along with their responses.  
 
D.2 Background and Objectives 
 
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires consideration of whether an action could 
potentially violate federal, state, or local laws or requirements (40 C.F.R § 1508.27) or require a 
federal permit, license, or other entitlements (40 C.F.R. § 1502.25).  Protection and conservation of 
cultural and historic resources is achieved through Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended; its implementing regulations (36 C.F.R. § 800) require that federal 
agencies consider the effects of their undertakings on historic properties (e.g., cultural resources that 
have been included in or that have been determined to be eligible for inclusion in the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP, or National Register)). 
 
Battelle Energy Alliance (BEA), Cultural Resource Management Office, performed archival 
investigations for Naval Reactors Facility (NRF) areas being considered for the proposed action.  With 
the archival investigations, BEA assessed overall cultural resource sensitivity in the vicinity of NRF. 
 
Follow-on field investigations were limited to the temporary disturbance areas for the New Facility 
Alternative (Location 3/4 and Location 6) and for the Overhaul Alternative.  The general purpose of 
the field investigations was to provide site-specific information from which the Naval Nuclear 
Propulsion Program (NNPP) could draw conclusions regarding potential impacts to cultural resources.  
Specific objectives were to: 
 

• Identify cultural resources within the temporary disturbance areas associated with the 
proposed action. 

 

• Conduct a preliminary assessment of the potential effects of land disturbance on any 
identified cultural resources, particularly those listed on or eligible for listing on the NRHP. 

 

• Develop specific recommendations for strategies to complete National Register 
assessments of identified resources and general recommendations to avoid or reduce 
unavoidable adverse effects. 

 
Two reports were prepared during the evaluation of potential impacts.  The first report was prepared 
based on surveys conducted in 2011 (INL 2011b).  A second report was prepared documenting some 
additional survey work and additional investigations (INL 2013d).  To the extent feasible, temporary 
disturbance areas would be located to minimize impacts to cultural resources.  These reports describe 
methods and results of the archival search and field investigations.  The full reports were provided to 
the Idaho SHPO and the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes.  Table D-1 provides a summary of the resources 
found during cultural resource investigations. 
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It was determined through the evaluation in Section 4.8, information in the cultural resource survey 
report, information in the cultural resource investigations report, and consultation with the Idaho 
SHPO and the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes that there would be no adverse effect to historic properties 
eligible for listing on the NRHP impacted by the proposed action.  Even though the small 
archaeological sites that have been identified are not eligible for the NRHP, the historical record 
described in the Idaho National Laboratory (INL) Cultural Resources Management Plan supports the 
conclusion that INL, including the proposed disturbance areas, is located within a large original 
territory of the Shoshone-Bannock people and archaeological and other cultural resources that reflect 
the importance of the area to the Tribes are located there.  The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes agreed 
that the construction of the new facility at NRF would have small unavoidable impacts to Native 
American cultural resources (small archaeological sites and ecological resources) identified in the 
survey areas for Location 3/4 and Location 6 of the New Facility Alternative.  
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Table D-1: Summary of Cultural Resource Surveys and Investigations 

Site Number Description Status 
National 
Register 

Evaluation 
Recommendation 

10-BT-944 

General Prehistoric      
(12,000 - 150 BP) 
Lithic Scatter South of 
NRF 

Originally recorded in 1985 as a 
dense scatter of 200 flakes and 
expedient flake tools (Reed & Ringe 
1985).  Test excavations completed 
in 2012: seventy 30 x 30 centimeter 
shovel probes and two 1 x 1 meter 
test pits; no cultural features or strata 
identified (INL 2012, INL 2013d).  
The resource is located outside the 
temporary disturbance areas for the 
proposed action. 

Ineligible No further work 

10-BT-945 
Middle Prehistoric  
(7,500 - 1,300 BP)  
Campsite East of NRF 

Originally recorded in 1985 as a 
scatter of 40 flakes and dart point 
fragments (Reed & Ringe 1985).  
Test excavations completed in 2011 
(due to the location of the resource in 
the temporary disturbance area): 
fifteen 30 x 30 centimeter shovel 
probes and one 1 x 1 meter test pit; 
no cultural features or strata identified 
(INL 2013d). 

Ineligible No further work 

10-BT-947 
Late Prehistoric 
(1,300 - 150 BP) 
Campsite East of NRF 

Originally recorded in 1985 as a 
scatter of six flakes and two arrow 
point fragments (Reed & Ringe 
1985).  Test excavations completed 
in 2011 (due to the location of the 
resource in the temporary 
disturbance area): fifteen 
30 x 30 centimeter shovel probes and 
one 1 x 1 meter test pit; no cultural 
features or strata identified 
(INL 2013d). 

Ineligible No further work 
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Table D-1: Summary of Cultural Resource Surveys and Investigations (cont.) 

Site Number Description Status 
National 
Register 

Evaluation 
Recommendation 

10-BT-948 
General Prehistoric  
(12,000 - 150 BP) 
Lithic Scatter East of NRF 

Originally recorded in 1985 as a 
scatter of 10 flakes (Reed & Ringe 
1985).  Test excavations completed 
in 2011 (due to the location of the 
resource in the temporary 
disturbance area): twenty 
30 x 30 centimeter shovel probes and 
one 1 x 1 meter test pit; no cultural 
features or strata identified (INL 
2013d). 

Ineligible No further work 

10-BT-1038 
Middle Prehistoric III  
(3,500 - 1,300 BP) 
Lithic Scatter East of NRF 

Originally recorded in 1985 as a 
scatter of 29 flakes and an Elko 
Corner-notched point fragment  
(Reed et al. 1987).  Test excavations 
completed in 2011: fifty 
30 x 30 centimeter shovel probes and 
one 1 x 1 meter test pit; no cultural 
features or strata identified (INL 
2013d). 
The resource is located outside the 
temporary disturbance areas for the 
proposed action. 

Ineligible No further work 

INL-09-04-01 

General Prehistoric      
(12,000 - 150 BP)            
Lithic Scatter West of 
NRF 

Originally recorded in 2009 as a 
scatter of 25 flakes (INL 2011b).  Test 
excavations completed in 2011 (due 
to the location of the resource in the 

temporary disturbance area): twelve  
30 x 30 centimeter shovel probes and 
one 1 x 1 meter test pit; no cultural 
features or strata identified 
(INL 2013d). 

Ineligible No further work 
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Table D-1: Summary of Cultural Resource Surveys and Investigations (cont.) 

Site Number Description Status 
National 
Register 

Evaluation 
Recommendation 

INL-91-12-01 
General Prehistoric  
(12,000 - 150 BP)  
Campsite East of NRF 

Originally recorded in 1991 as a 
scatter of 20 flakes and expedient 
scraping tools with two 
concentrations of fire-cracked rock 
indicating possible fire hearths (Ringe 
1995).  Test excavations completed 
in 2012 (due to the location of the 
resource in the temporary 
disturbance area): twenty-two 
30 x 30 centimeter shovel probes and 
one 1 x 1 meter test pit; no cultural 
features or strata identified 
(INL 2013d).   

Ineligible No further work 

INL-91-12-02 
General Prehistoric  
(12,000 - 150 BP)  
Campsite East of NRF 

Originally recorded in 1991 as a 
scatter of ten flakes and a few 
fragments of fire-cracked rock that 
may represent a fire hearth (Ringe 
1995).  Test excavations completed 
in 2012 (due to the location of the 
resource in the temporary 

disturbance area): five 
30 x 30 centimeter shovel probes, 
one 1 x 1 meter test pit, with no 
subsurface artifacts found and no 
cultural features or strata identified 
(INL 2013d).   

Ineligible No further work 
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Table D-1: Summary of Cultural Resource Surveys and Investigations (cont.) 

Site Number Description Status 
National 
Register 

Evaluation 
Recommendation 

10-BT-949 
General Prehistoric      
(12,000 - 150 BP)            
Lithic Scatter East of NRF 

Originally recorded in 1985 as a 
scatter of approximately 20 flakes 
and a nondiagnostic biface fragment  
(Reed & Ringe 1985).  Surface 
conditions in this area have changed 
since this site was originally 
recorded.  Thin scatter of artifacts 
could not be re-identified in 2010, 
2011, or 2012 (INL 2011b, INL 
2013d) in the temporary disturbance 
areas for the proposed action.   

Ineligible No further work 

INL-91-12-05 

General Prehistoric  
(12,000 - 150 BP)  
Campsite Southeast of 
NRF 

Originally recorded in 1991 as a 
dispersed scatter of three flakes and 
one fire-cracked cobble possibly 
indicating a fire hearth (Ringe 1995).  
Surface conditions in this area have 
changed since this site was originally 
recorded.  Sparse scatter of artifacts 
could not be re-identified in 2012 
(INL 2013d).  The resource is located 
outside the temporary disturbance 
areas for the proposed action. 

Ineligible No further work 
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Table D-1: Summary of Cultural Resource Surveys and Investigations (cont.) 

Site Number Description Status 
National 
Register 

Evaluation 
Recommendation 

10-BT-933 

General Prehistoric  
(12,000 - 150 BP)  
Lithic Scatter North of 
NRF 

Originally recorded in 1985 as a 
scatter of 45 flakes and one utilized 
flake (Reed & Ringe 1985).  
Re-identified in 2011 and 2012 as a 
small scatter of flakes (INL 2011b, 
INL 2013d).   
The resource is potentially eligible for 
nomination to the NRHP; however, it 
is located outside the temporary 
disturbance areas for the proposed 
action. 

Potentially 
eligible 

Avoidance is feasible 

10-BT-934 
Late Prehistoric II 
(750 - 150 BP)  
Campsite North of NRF 

Originally recorded in 1985 as three 
activity areas including dense flake 
concentrations, formal and expedient 
scraping tools, a knife, biface 
fragments, two Desert Side-notched 
arrow point fragments, and an arrow 
perform (Reed & Ringe 1985).  
Re-identified in 2012 as a dense 
artifact scatter (INL 2013d).   
The resource is potentially eligible for 
nomination to the NRHP; however, it 
is located outside the temporary 
disturbance areas for the proposed 
action. 

Potentially 
eligible 

Avoidance is feasible 
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Table D-1: Summary of Cultural Resource Surveys and Investigations (cont.) 

Site Number Description Status 
National 
Register 

Evaluation 
Recommendation 

10-BT-937 
General Prehistoric  
(12,000 - 150 BP)  
Campsite North of NRF 

Originally recorded in 1985 as a 
scatter of 40 flakes, two 
nondiagnostic biface fragments, an 
exhausted lithic core, and 
fire-cracked rock fragments 
suggesting that a fire hearth may be 
present (Reed & Ringe 1985).  
Re-identified in 2012 as a small 
scatter of artifacts (INL 2013d).   
The resource is potentially eligible for 
nomination to the NRHP; however, it 
is located outside the temporary 
disturbance areas for the proposed 
action. 

Potentially 
eligible 

Avoidance is feasible 

10-BT-940 

Middle Prehistoric  
(7500 - 1300 BP)  
Lithic Scatter Northwest of 
NRF 

Originally recorded in 1985 as a thin 
scatter of 17 flakes, a large notched 
dart point fragment, and an expedient 
flake tool (Reed & Ringe 1985).  
Re-identified in 2012 as a sparse 
scatter of flakes (INL 2013d).   
The resource is potentially eligible for 
nomination to the NRHP; however, 
the site is unlikely to yield additional 
information and is located outside the 
temporary disturbance areas for the 
proposed action. 

Potentially 
eligible 

Avoidance is feasible 
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Table D-1: Summary of Cultural Resource Surveys and Investigations (cont.) 

Site Number Description Status 
National 
Register 

Evaluation 
Recommendation 

10-BT-941 

General Prehistoric  
(12,000 - 150 BP)  
Campsite Northwest of 
NRF 

Originally recorded in 1985 as a 
dispersed scatter of 20 flakes and 
utilized flakes (Reed & Ringe 1985).  
Re-identified in 2012 as a small 
scatter of artifacts (INL 2013d).   
The resource is potentially eligible for 
nomination to the NRHP; however, it 
is located outside the temporary 
disturbance areas for the proposed 
action. 

Potentially 
eligible 

Avoidance is feasible 

10-BT-950 

General Prehistoric  
(12,000 - 150 BP)  
Lithic Scatter Northwest of 
NRF 

Originally recorded in 1985 as a 
scatter of 14 flakes (Reed & Ringe 
1985).  Re-identified in 2012 as a 
sparse scatter of flakes (INL 2013d).   
The resource is potentially eligible for 
nomination to the NRHP; however, 
the site is unlikely to yield additional 
information and is located outside the 
temporary disturbance areas for the 
proposed action. 

Potentially 
eligible 

Avoidance is feasible 
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Table D-1: Summary of Cultural Resource Surveys and Investigations (cont.) 

Site Number Description Status 
National 
Register 

Evaluation 
Recommendation 

10-BT-951 

Historic  
(circa 1908) 
Canal construction camp 
Northwest of NRF 

Originally recorded in 1985 as a 
canal construction camp with a rock 
feature, a dense scatter of domestic 
debris, and other cultural features  
(Reed & Ringe 1985).  Re-identified 
in 2012 as a dense scatter of artifacts 
and cultural features (INL 2013d). 
The resource is potentially eligible for 
nomination to the NRHP; however, it 
is located outside the temporary 
disturbance areas for the proposed 
action. 

Potentially 
eligible 

Avoidance is feasible 

10-BT-1037 

Historic  
(circa 1909)  
Homestead Northeast of 
NRF 

Originally recorded in 1985 as a 
homestead with a probable root 
cellar, corral, and a dense scatter of 
domestic artifacts (Reed et al. 1987, 
Ringe & Holmer 1988).  Re-identified 
in 2011 and 2012 as a dense scatter 
of historic artifacts and cultural 
features (INL 2011b, INL 2013d). 
The resource is potentially eligible for 
nomination to the NRHP; however, it 
is located outside the temporary 
disturbance areas for the proposed 
action.      

Potentially 
eligible 

Avoidance is feasible 
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Table D-1: Summary of Cultural Resource Surveys and Investigations (cont.) 

Site Number Description Status 
National 
Register 

Evaluation 
Recommendation 

INL-95-52-08 

General Prehistoric  
(12,000 - 150 BP)  
Lithic Scatter Southwest 
of NRF 

Originally recorded in 1995 as a 
dispersed scatter of five flakes and a 
nondiagnostic biface fragment  
(Ringe 1995).  Re-identified as a 
sparse scatter of flakes in 2012 
(INL 2013d).   
The resource is potentially eligible for 
nomination to the NRHP; however, 
the site is unlikely to yield additional 
information and is located outside the 
temporary disturbance areas for the 
proposed action. 

Potentially 
eligible 

Avoidance is feasible 

INL-95-52-09 

Late Prehistoric I  
(1300 - 750 BP)  
Campsite Southwest of 
NRF 

Originally recorded in 1995 as a 
campsite with ten flakes, two 
Rosegate Corner-notched arrow 
points, and a possible fire hearth 
(Ringe 1995).  Re-identified in 2011 
and 2012 as a sparse scatter of 
flakes (INL 2011b, INL 2013d).   
The resource is potentially eligible for 
nomination to the NRHP; however, it 
is located outside the temporary 
disturbance areas for the proposed 
action. 

Potentially 
eligible 

Avoidance is feasible 
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Table D-1: Summary of Cultural Resource Surveys and Investigations (cont.) 

Site Number Description Status 
National 
Register 

Evaluation 
Recommendation 

INL-95-52-10 

General Prehistoric  
(12,000 - 150 BP)  
Campsite Southwest of 
NRF 

Originally recorded in 1995 as a 
dispersed scatter of 20 flakes, burned 
bone, and fire-cracked rock 
fragments indicating a possible fire 
hearth (Ringe 1995).  Re-identified in 
2011 and 2012 as a small scatter of 
artifacts (INL 2011b, INL 2013d).   
The resource is potentially eligible for 
nomination to the NRHP; however, it 
is located outside the temporary 
disturbance areas for the proposed 
action. 

Potentially 
eligible 

Avoidance is feasible 

INL-11-01-01 
General Prehistoric  
(12,000 - 150 BP)  
Campsite East of NRF 

Originally recorded in 2011 as a 
scatter of 12 flakes and a piece of 
fire-cracked rock indicating a possible 
fire hearth (INL 2011b).  Re-identified 
in 2012 as a sparse scatter of 
artifacts (INL 2013d).    
The resource is potentially eligible for 
nomination to the NRHP; however, it 
is located outside the temporary 
disturbance areas for the proposed 
action. 

Potentially 
eligible 

Avoidance is feasible 
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Table D-1: Summary of Cultural Resource Surveys and Investigations (cont.) 

Site Number Description Status 
National 
Register 

Evaluation 
Recommendation 

INL-12-04-10 

General Prehistoric  
(12,000 - 150 BP)  
Campsite Northwest of 
NRF 

Sparse and dispersed scatter of five 
flakes and a fire-cracked rock 
fragment indicating a possible fire 
hearth identified during intensive 
surveys in 2012 (INL 2013d).   
Due to potentially datable subsurface 
deposits, limited test excavations 
were conducted.  The resource is 
potentially eligible for nomination to 
the NRHP; however, the test 
excavations resulted in no substantial 
cultural deposits that would merit 
NRHP listing.  The resource is 
located outside the temporary 
disturbance areas for the proposed 
action. 

Potentially 
eligible 

Avoidance is feasible 

INL-12-04-11 

General Prehistoric  
(12,000 - 150 BP)  
Campsite Northwest of 
NRF 

Sparse scatter of four flakes and a 
fire-cracked rock fragment indicating 
a possible fire hearth identified in 
intensive surveys in 2012 
(INL 2013d).   
Due to potentially datable subsurface 
deposits, limited test excavations 
were conducted.  The resource is 
potentially eligible for nomination to 
the NRHP; however, the test 
excavations resulted in no substantial 
cultural deposits that would merit 
NRHP listing.  The resource is 
located outside the temporary 
disturbance areas for the proposed 
action. 

Potentially 
eligible 

Avoidance is feasible 
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Table D-1: Summary of Cultural Resource Surveys and Investigations (cont.) 

Site Number Description Status 
National 
Register 

Evaluation 
Recommendation 

INL-12-04-12 
Historic 
(circa 1942-1949) 
Road 

West Monument Road, a 
development associated with the 
Arco Naval Proving Ground, recorded 
during intensive surveys in 2012 
(INL 2013d).  The resource is located 
outside the temporary disturbance 
areas for the proposed action. 

Ineligible No further work 

10-BT-935 
Late Prehistoric 
(1300 - 150 BP) 
Isolate Location 

Small notched arrow point was 
collected in 1985 (Reed & Ringe 
1985).  No new artifacts were 
identified in this area in 2012. 
Location is unlikely to yield additional 
information and is located outside the 
temporary disturbance areas for the 
proposed action. 

Ineligible No further work 

10-BT-936 
General Prehistoric  
(12,000 - 150 BP) 
Isolate Location 

Retouched flake was collected in 
1985 (Reed & Ringe 1985).  No new 
artifacts were identified in this area in 
2012. 
Location is unlikely to yield additional 
information and is located outside the 
temporary disturbance areas for the 
proposed action. 

Ineligible No further work 
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Table D-1: Summary of Cultural Resource Surveys and Investigations (cont.) 

Site Number Description Status 
National 
Register 

Evaluation 
Recommendation 

10-BT-938 
Middle Prehistoric  
(7500 - 1300 BP) 
Isolate Location 

Large notched dart point fragment 
was collected in 1985 (Reed & Ringe 
1985).  No new artifacts were 
identified in this area in 2012. 
Location is unlikely to yield additional 
information and is located outside the 
temporary disturbance areas for the 
proposed action. 

Ineligible No further work 

10-BT-939 
General Prehistoric  
(12,000 - 150 BP)  
Isolate Location 

Nondiagnostic biface midsection was 
collected in 1985 (Reed & Ringe 
1985).  No new artifacts were 
identified in this area in 2012. 
Location is unlikely to yield additional 
information and is located outside the 
temporary disturbance areas for the 
proposed action. 

Ineligible No further work 

10-BT-942 
Middle Prehistoric II  
(5000 - 3500 BP)  
Isolate Location 

Stemmed-indented base dart point 
collected in 1985 (Reed & Ringe 
1985).  No new artifacts were 
identified in this area in 2010 or 2011 
(INL 2011b). 
Location is unlikely to yield additional 
information despite being located in 
the temporary disturbance areas for 
the proposed action. 

Ineligible No further work 
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Table D-1: Summary of Cultural Resource Surveys and Investigations (cont.) 

Site Number Description Status 
National 
Register 

Evaluation 
Recommendation 

10-BT-943 
General Prehistoric  
(12,000 - 150 BP)  
Isolate Location 

Retouched flake collected in 1985 
(Reed & Ringe 1985).  No artifacts 
were identified in this area in 2010 or 
2011 (INL 2011b). 
Location is unlikely to yield additional 
information despite being located in 
the temporary disturbance areas for 
the proposed action. 

Ineligible No further work 

10-BT-946 
General Prehistoric  
(12,000 - 150 BP)  
Isolate Location 

Nondiagnostic biface tip collected in 
1985 (Reed & Ringe 1985).  No 
artifacts were identified in this area in 
2010 or 2011 (INL 2011b). 
Location is unlikely to yield additional 
information despite being located in 
the temporary disturbance areas for 
the proposed action. 

Ineligible No further work 

10-BT-964 
General Prehistoric  
(12,000 - 150 BP)  
Isolate Location 

Retouched flake collected in 1985 
(Reed et al. 1987).  No artifacts were 
identified in this area in 2010 or 2011 
(INL 2011b). 
Location is unlikely to yield additional 
information despite being located in 
the temporary disturbance areas for 
the proposed action. 

Ineligible No further work 
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Table D-1: Summary of Cultural Resource Surveys and Investigations (cont.) 

Site Number Description Status 
National 
Register 

Evaluation 
Recommendation 

10-BT-965 
General Prehistoric  
(12,000 - 150 BP)  
Isolate Location 

Conjoining nondiagnostic biface 
fragments collected in 1985  
(Reed et al. 1987).  No artifacts were 
identified in this area in 2012. 
Location is unlikely to yield additional 
information and is located outside the 
temporary disturbance areas for the 
proposed action. 

Ineligible No further work 

10-BT-1379 
Middle Prehistoric  
(7500 – 1300 BP)   
Isolate Location 

Large notched projectile point 
collected in 1988 (Ringe & Holmer 
1988).  No artifacts were identified in 
this area in 2012. 
Location is unlikely to yield additional 
information and is located outside the 
temporary disturbance areas for the 
proposed action. 

Ineligible No further work 

INL-91-12-03 
Historic  
(circa 1880 - 1920) 
Isolate Location 

Half-pint solarized milk bottle 
collected in 1991 (Ringe 1995).  No 
new artifacts were identified in this 
area in 2010 or 2011 (INL 2011b). 
Location is unlikely to yield additional 
information despite being located in 
the temporary disturbance areas for 
the proposed action. 

Ineligible No further work 
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Table D-1: Summary of Cultural Resource Surveys and Investigations (cont.) 

Site Number Description Status 
National 
Register 

Evaluation 
Recommendation 

INL-91-12-04 
General Prehistoric  
(12,000 - 150 BP)  
Isolate Location 

Nondiagnostic biface midsection 
collected in 1995 (Ringe 1995).  No 
artifacts were identified in this area in 
2010 or 2011 (INL 2011b). 
Location is unlikely to yield additional 
information despite being located in 
the temporary disturbance areas for 
the proposed action. 

Ineligible No further work 

INL-95-52-06 
General Prehistoric  
(12,000 - 150 BP)  
Isolate Location 

Nondiagnostic biface midsection 
collected in 1995 (Ringe 1995).  No 
artifacts were identified in this area in 
2010 or 2011 (INL 2011b). 
Location is unlikely to yield additional 
information despite being located in 
the temporary disturbance areas for 
the proposed action. 

Ineligible No further work 

INL-95-52-07 
Late Prehistoric II  
(750 - 150 BP)  
Isolate Location 

Desert Side-notched arrow point 
fragment collected in 1995  
(Ringe 1995).  No artifacts were 
identified in this area in 2012. 
Location is unlikely to yield additional 
information despite being located in 
the temporary disturbance areas for 
the proposed action. 

Ineligible No further work 
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Table D-1: Summary of Cultural Resource Surveys and Investigations (cont.) 

Site Number Description Status 
National 
Register 

Evaluation 
Recommendation 

INL-11-01-02 
General Prehistoric  
(12,000 - 150 BP)    
Isolate Location 

Nondiagnostic biface fragment 
identified in 2011 (INL 2011b).  
Artifact was collected in 2012.  
Location is unlikely to yield additional 
information despite being located in 
the temporary disturbance areas for 
the proposed action. 

Ineligible No further work 

INL-11-01-03 
General Prehistoric  
(12,000 - 150 BP)    
Isolate Location 

Nondiagnostic scraping tool identified 
in 2011 (INL 2011b).  Artifact was 
collected in 2012. 
Location is unlikely to yield additional 
information despite being located in 
the temporary disturbance areas for 
the proposed action. 

Ineligible No further work 

INL-11-01-04 
General Prehistoric  
(12,000 - 150 BP)    
Isolate Location 

Three nondiagnostic unmodified 
flakes identified in 2011 (INL 2011b).  
No new artifacts identified in this area 
in 2012. 
Location is unlikely to yield additional 
information and is located outside the 
temporary disturbance areas for the 
proposed action. 

Ineligible No further work 

INL-12-04-01 
General Prehistoric  
(12,000 - 150 BP)    
Isolate Location 

Nondiagnostic biface fragment 
identified in 2012 (INL 2013d).   
Location is unlikely to yield additional 
information and is located outside the 
temporary disturbance areas for the 
proposed action. 

Ineligible No further work 
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Table D-1: Summary of Cultural Resource Surveys and Investigations (cont.) 

Site Number Description Status 
National 
Register 

Evaluation 
Recommendation 

INL-12-04-02 
General Prehistoric  
(12,000 - 150 BP)    
Isolate Location 

Six nondiagnostic unmodified flakes 
identified in 2012 (INL 2013d).   
Location is unlikely to yield additional 
information and is located outside the 
temporary disturbance areas for the 
proposed action. 

Ineligible No further work 

INL-12-04-03 
Historic  
(circa 1942 – 1952) 
Isolate Location 

Ceramic insulator identified in 2012 
(INL 2013d).   
The resource is located outside the 
temporary disturbance areas for the 
proposed action. 

Ineligible No further work 

INL-12-04-04 
Historic  
(circa 1942 – 1949) 
Isolate Location 

Three concrete panels  
(approximately 1 x 6 meter x 20 
centimeter) identified in 2012  
(INL 2013d).   
The resource is located outside the 
temporary disturbance areas for the 
proposed action. 

Ineligible No further work 

INL-12-04-05 
Historic  
(circa 1942 – 1949) 
Isolate Location 

Cement survey monument identified 
in 2012 (INL 2013d).   
The resource is located outside the 
temporary disturbance areas for the 
proposed action. 

Ineligible No further work 

INL-12-04-06 
Modern  
(circa 1960 – 2000) 
Rock Feature 

Rock cairn constructed by NRF 
employee identified in 2012  
(INL 2013d).  The resource is 
potentially eligible for nomination to 
the NRHP; however, it is located 
outside the temporary disturbance 
areas for the proposed action. 

Potentially 
eligible 

Avoidance is feasible 
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Table D-1: Summary of Cultural Resource Surveys and Investigations (cont.) 

Site Number Description Status 
National 
Register 

Evaluation 
Recommendation 

INL-12-04-07 
Late Prehistoric II  
(750 - 150 BP)  
Isolate Location 

Desert Side-notched arrow point 
fragment collected in 2012 
(INL 2013d).   
Location is unlikely to yield additional 
information despite being located in 
the temporary disturbance areas for 
the proposed action. 

Ineligible No further work 

INL-12-04-08 
Middle Prehistoric  
(7500 – 1300 BP)  
Isolate Location 

Large notched dart point collected in 
2012 (INL 2013d).   
Location is unlikely to yield additional 
information despite being located in 
the temporary disturbance areas for 
the proposed action. 

Ineligible No further work 

INL-12-04-09 
Late Prehistoric II  
(750 - 150 BP)  
Isolate Location 

Desert Side-notched arrow point 
fragment identified in 2012 
(INL 2013d).   
Location is unlikely to yield additional 
information and is located outside the 
temporary disturbance areas for the 
proposed action. 

Ineligible No further work 
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